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ABSTRACT
DEVELOPING CHAMPIONS IN THE CLASSROOM: A CRITICAL EXAMINATION OF
THE NATIONAL COLLEGIATE ATHLETIC ASSOCIATION’S DIVISION I’S
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR ACADEMIC SUCCESS
Randi Napientek, EdD
Department of Counseling, Adult, and Higher Education
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Dr. Rodney L. Caughron, Director
The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) has many regulations for its
member institutions and their student-athletes. These rules are meant to help keep athletic
competition fair and to oversee the well-being of participating student-athletes. Division I
student-athletes in the NCAA who are not receiving an athletic scholarship are the only studentathletes across all three divisions that are not included in academic policy. This study examined
academic policies currently in place in Division I of the NCAA and looked at the impact that
they have on student success to determine if these policies result in different academic outcomes,
as well as perceived academic experiences, for scholarship versus non-scholarship studentathletes.
Keywords: NCAA, academic regulations, eligibility, student-athletes
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Modern collegiate athletics has many requirements, regulations, rules, and expectations
for behavior for student-athletes. However, the National Collegiate Athletics Association
(NCAA) ignores a portion of the population of athletics in college with regard to their academic
policies. The NCAA’s definition of student-athlete is different when looking at general policies
versus academic policies. With regard to many policies, any student practicing or participating in
a sport is considered a student-athlete (National Collegiate Athletic Association [NCAA], 2014a;
NCAA, 2014b; NCAA, 2014c), but in some Division I academic policies, a student-athlete is
only a student who is receiving an athletic scholarship (NCAA, 2014a).
By considering only those student-athletes on scholarship with regard to academic
policies, the emphasis on scholarship-only student-athletes can result in difficult decision making
with respect to academic support services. When student-athletes do not meet academic
regulations, they can jeopardize their eligibility to compete in their sport and sanctions can be
imposed on the institution that they represent. These sanctions can include loss of scholarships,
limited practice time, and bans on post-season competition (NCAA, 2014a). If part of the
student-athlete population is not included in these metrics, preferential treatment of academic
support services might be given to those student-athletes on scholarship to prevent penalties that
could be handed down to the athletic department, team, or individual player. The NCAA
statement of equality is important to remember when looking at the policy implications for both
scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes. The NCAA (2014a) aims to make sure that all
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individuals are treated fairly and equally in the eyes of the Association with regard to many
initiatives, including policies:
The Association shall promote an atmosphere of respect for and sensitivity to the dignity
of every person. It is the policy of the Association to refrain from discrimination with
respect to its governance policies, educational programs, activities and employment
policies, including on the basis of age, color, disability, gender, national origin, race,
religion, creed or sexual orientation. It is the responsibility of each member institution to
determine independently its own policy regarding nondiscrimination. (p. 4)
“College athletics [has] occasionally failed to fulfill their obligation of providing genuine
educational opportunities for student-athletes…[they show] evidence of a corrupted system that
threatens the academic integrity of higher education” (Ferris, Finster, & McDonald, 2004, p.
555). The leaders of college athletics must pause and evaluate how sports and respective sports
programs are perceived in higher education. To address these concerns, the leaders and policy
makers at the NCAA should consider topics and issues that impact their student-athletes’
academic experiences.
The reality of trying to balance academics with being a student-athlete is a truth that not
many comprehend, but it is a hard reality for the almost 500,000 student-athletes who play at
four-year colleges and universities (NCAA, 2013; National Association of Intercollegiate
Athletics [NAIA], 2013). Engstrom, Sedlacek, and McEwen (1995) found that student-athletes
are often stereotyped as well as isolated from the general student population and support services
and often have limited faculty interaction. Student-athletes are one of the most recognized
student subpopulations. They are cheered for based on their athletic successes but are often
resented for resources and privileges that they are required to have per the NCAA bylaws
(Valentine & Taub, 1999). These results highlight the fact that campus community members
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need to “learn about the student-athlete experience and better recognize the impact of policies
and procedures developed for this group” (Engstrom et al.,1995, p. 226).
The relationship between academics and intercollegiate athletics is often considered
dysfunctional. The priorities appear confused as to the true goal of academia. Some researchers
believe that with the time constraints of being a student-athlete, students are forced to choose
between academics and athletics and tend to place more emphasis on the “athlete” in “studentathlete” (Aries, McCarthy, Salovey, & Banaji, 2004; Maloney & McCormick, 1993). Other
researchers argue that campuses support athletics, and this has positive effects on engagement
and academics for the entire institution (Gayles & Hu, 2009; Umbach, Palmer, Kuh, & Hannah,
2006). “Educational institutions have the task of balancing the need for winning and having
profitable athletic programs with maintaining the core value of academic success” (Sharp &
Sheilley, 2008, p. 112).
The NCAA sets many rules and regulations about the behavior and treatment of studentathletes. When student-athletes fail to adhere to these rules they not only jeopardize their
eligibility to compete in their sport, but sanctions can be imposed on the institution that they
represent. Student-athletes are pulled in many different directions and they have obligations to
their academics, their coaches, their team, their communities, as well as their own personal lives.
These policies are meant to protect student-athletes to make sure that they stay on the path to
graduation and place academics as a top priority (NCAA, 2013). Rules concerning studentathletes range from the federal level all the way down to the institutional and organizational
level, so it is important that administrators who set these policies make sure that they are helping,
not hindering, student-athlete success.
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There are three divisions that make up the NCAA, and each of those divisions has its own
set of policies and procedures that student-athletes as well as their institutions must follow.
“Each division creates its own rules governing personnel, amateurism, recruiting, eligibility,
benefits, financial aid, and playing and practice seasons – consistent with the overall governing
principles of the Association” (NCAA, 2013, p. 1). Division I has 340 schools and offers the
most athletically related financial aid to student-athletes (NCAA, 2013). Division I does not
include non-scholarship student-athletes in their academic policies but does include them in their
academic admissions policies (NCAA, 2013). Division II has limited financial aid in their 290
institutions (NCAA, 2012a), and to account for their partial scholarship model, they include all
student-athletes in their academic policies (NCAA, 2011c). Division III has no athletically
related financial aid to their 436 institutions (NCAA, 2013) and allows its individual institutions
to set their academic policies (NCAA, 2014c). This study examined NCAA Division I academic
policies to see if there are different outcomes for scholarship versus non-scholarship studentathletes.
There are several measures of student-athlete success. This study will concentrated on
the two main measures, the Academic Progress Rate (APR) and the Graduation Success Rate
(GSR). The APR measures academic performance for all currently enrolled student-athletes who
are receiving institutional financial aid for athletic ability (NCAA, 2010a). APR is a figure
looking at a snapshot in time; it does not account for graduation success of student-athletes. This
allows individuals to be concerned only with getting a student through a semester, not to
graduation.
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The GSR was created in response to college and university presidents who wanted
graduation data that were more accurate for college student-athletes today (NCAA, 2011b). The
GSR includes student-athletes who transfer to the institution and excludes student-athletes who
leave before they graduate as long as they would have been academically eligible. The NCAA
policy was created to meet the unique needs of student-athletes because sometimes this
population of students might leave an institution because of unique circumstances or professional
opportunities (LaForge & Hodge, 2011).
The APR and GSR measures either conflict or are limited in scope with regard to
academic performance of student-athletes. The various measures apply only to scholarshipreceiving student-athletes and ignore the academic status of non-scholarship-receiving studentathletes. The problem is that it is difficult to describe the complete performance of studentathletes without including both scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving students.
Therefore, institutions, institutional leaders, policy makers, and the population at large have an
incomplete picture of the effects of NCAA policy on academic achievement of student-athletes.
Statement of the Problem
In recent years, the NCAA has placed more emphasis on the academic achievements of
student-athletes. “The NCAA’s academic movement is evolving from reform to expectation of
student-athlete academic success” (NCAA, 2011a, p. 1). Even though more importance is being
placed on academics, currently, with regard to certain academic regulations, student-athletes are
considered to be only those students who have received athletic scholarships, not all students
who participate in sports. The problem is that the NCAA’s Division I academic policies ignore a
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large portion of the student-athlete population. This can result in difficult decision making for
institutional leaders, athletic program directors, coaches, and academic support staff.
The NCAA’s Division I has been greatly impacted by the APR, but “there have been no
empirical studies, and relatively little reporting, on APR outside of the annual press releases
provided by the NCAA” (Johnson, Wessel, & Pierce, 2012, p. 152). Johnson et al. (2012) noted
two reasons why there is a lack of research in APR policy. The policy has only been in existence
since 2004 and “the research and publication process can take several years to complete” (p.
152). Although there is a lack of research with regard to APR and GSR, there is research with
regard to eligibility, retention, and grade point average (GPA). In addition, previous research has
highlighted the importance for researchers to look at implications of both scholarship-receiving
athletes and those who are not receiving scholarships to justify the definitions included in the
NCAA Academic Progress Rate (Crom, Warren, Clark, Marolla, & Gerber, 2009).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine if the NCAA Division I’s academic policies
result in different academic outcomes, as well as perceived academic experiences, for
scholarship versus non-scholarship student-athletes.
Significance of the Study
The NCAA has reported that over the last 10 years student-athletes “graduated at a higher
rate than the overall student body” (NCAA, 2012a, p. 1), but many of the academic policies that
the NCAA institutes in Division I only consider those student-athletes who are on athletic
scholarships. Student-athletes cannot be a homogeneous group with regard to college
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experiences (Gayles & Hu, 2009). Therefore, it is important to look at all student experiences,
not just those that fit into the NCAA definition of student-athletes with regard to academic
policy.
An outcome of not including all student-athletes in academic policy definitions is that
there is a subgroup of this population that is being marginalized with regard to support and
research. Many of the empirical studies that have been conducted use NCAA data or NCAA data
definitions and this omission of a particular group of student-athletes ends up forming an obvious
gap in the literature. This study is important because it seeks to fill a gap in the research by
looking at how the NCAA’s academic policies have impacted a population that was not the
primary focus of the original policy. The study of NCAA policy is important because policy
helps drive the resources and services that are being provided to student-athletes. Because these
regulations determine who is included in APR rates and who is not, it is important to examine the
academic outcomes resulting from Division I’s academic policies to see if the outcomes are
different for scholarship versus non-scholarship student-athletes.
To see a true measure of student-athlete progress, all student-athletes, scholarship and
non-scholarship, should be considered in NCAA academic policies. Full inclusion would provide
a true measure of academic outcomes resulting from the Division I policy at particular
institutions. Currently, Division II in the NCAA includes all athletes in its academic policies to
account for their partial scholarship model, while Division III sets its own academic policies.
Division I student-athletes’ academic performance is the focus of this study since it is the only
division that does not account for all athletes in calculating APR and other academic measures.
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In a review of literature, no empirical research studies were found comparing the academic
outcomes of student-athletes across the three NCAA divisions.
Nature of the Study
This study used quantitative research methods to investigate academic outcomes
of NCAA Division I policy. The sample was a Division I mid-major conference
institution to account for the lack of data collection on the entire student-athlete
population by the NCAA. In addition, archival records from a first-year retention
program called Mapworks were used to shed light on the meaning of the quantitative
data as well as APR and GSR. Mapworks is a web-based retention program that asks
students to complete a series of brief personal surveys regarding academic skills and
behaviors, social interactions, campus involvement, and overall expectations (Mapworks,
2016). Since the Mapworks study asks about academic experiences, the survey can be
used to enhance the quantitative data.
Definitions


Academic Progress Rate (APR) – A metric that measures academic performance for all
currently enrolled student-athletes who are receiving scholarships for athletic ability.
APR looks at academic retention and eligibility factors.



Graduation Success Rate (GSR) – A metric that measures graduation data for studentathletes and takes into account unique transfer situations that are frequent with this
population.
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National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) – The main governing board for
college athletics that sets and enforces policy for its three divisions.



Scholarship student-athlete – A student-athlete who is receiving some form of athletic
financial aid.



Non-scholarship student-athlete – A student-athlete who is not receiving any form of
athletic financial aid.



Student-athlete - All student-athletes who are on team rosters, regardless of scholarship
status.

Conclusion
The NCAA has claimed that over the last 10 years student-athletes “graduated at a higher
rate than the overall student body” (NCAA, 2011a, p. 1), but, as mentioned above, the APR and
GSR do not include student-athletes who are not receiving athletically related financial aid. The
NCAA does not require institutions to report data on academic achievement of those studentathletes who are not receiving athletically related financial aid (Petr & Paskus, 2009a).
An outcome of failing to include all student-athletes in academic policy definitions is that
Division I athletes may be marginalized with regard to support and research. “The failure to fully
understand the distinct experiences of college student-athletes can have a significant impact on
the extent to which we understand the need for specific forms of campus assistance and can
affect questions of policy in higher education” (Comeaux & Harrison, 2011, p. 235). Many of the
empirical studies that have been conducted use NCAA data or NCAA data definitions in
conducting their own research. This omission of a particular group of student-athletes forms an
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obvious gap in the literature. Researchers have also highlighted the need to look at implications
of both scholarship and non-scholarship athletes to justify the definitions included in the NCAA
APR (Crom et al., 2009).
A more complete measure of Division I student-athlete academic progress should include
all student-athletes, both scholarship and non-scholarship athletes. To be able to do this, it is
important to understand theories in student development, student involvement, student outcomes,
and student engagement as well as their application to the student-athlete population. The
history of the NCAA and its academic policies along with their implications is also vital to
understanding student-athlete academic outcomes and experiences.

CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW
The purpose of this study is to determine if the NCAA Division I’s academic policies
result in different academic outcomes, as well as perceived academic support, for scholarship
versus non-scholarship student-athletes. This study focused on Division I policies and compared
those student-athletes on scholarship to those who are not on scholarship with regard to academic
success. The issue that is being explored is the NCAA definition of a student-athlete. Currently,
with regard to certain academic regulations, student-athletes are considered to be only those
students who have received athletic scholarships, not all students who participate in sports. This
study looked at NCAA policy to see if it impacts each of these populations in different ways.
Student Development Theory
Research looking at student-athlete success has been conducted, but the theories that
drive the research on student-athletes are all found within student involvement theory, student
development theory, and student outcomes theory. Student development theories “enable student
affairs professionals to proactively identify and address student needs, design programs, develop
policies, and create healthy college environments that encourage positive growth in students”
(Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998, p. 5). Student development theories can also be applied
to both academic and student affairs within an institution to encourage the holistic approach to
programs and services that “can enhance student learning and maximize positive student
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outcomes in higher education settings” (Evans et al., 1998, p. 5). Student affairs professionals
need to understand how student involvement, student development, and student outcomes can be
impacted by the subpopulation to which students might belong. Student-athletes have many of
the same developmental challenges that their peers face, but they also have unique issues that
need to be addressed. “By perceiving student-athletes solely as vessels for physical performance,
society devalues them, and their personal developmental needs are left unattended” (Valentine &
Taub, 1999, p. 164).
Student development theory is organized into four categories: psychosocial, cognitivestructural, typology, and person-environment (Evans et al., 1998). Many of the theories within
these categories can be applied to student-athletes. Theorists in typology include Holland, Kolb,
and Myers, and they encourage differences in students’ interests and how they learn (Evans et
al., 1998). Person-environment theory was created around the work of Murray, Henderson, and
Holland and is built on the ideas that students will find situations that can fulfill their needs and
is a basis for motivational theory (Sergent & Sedlacek, 1990). Typology theories as well as
person-environment theories concentrate on the holistic interests of all students. Since these
theories are all-inclusive of different subpopulations and do not concentrate on just one identity,
they are applicable to all students but are not specific enough to student-athletes. For the purpose
of this paper, theories in the categories of psychosocial and cognitive-structural will be discussed
because they are more applicable to the student-athlete population.
Psychosocial Development Theories
Chickering’s seven vectors of development were chosen to be examined because the
theory was designed to provide an understanding of what student development looks like and
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how staff at colleges and universities can adopt their philosophy in working with students
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Many of the other theories of student development can be
incorporated into each vector of Chickering’s theory which allows for a broad overview of
theory in this area. In addition, Chickering’s seven vectors of development is a cornerstone of
student development theory and was built on the work of Erik Erickson, another major theorist in
the psychosocial category. In addition, Chickering’s seven vectors of development applies not
only to the traditional student population but also to the subpopulation of student-athletes.
The seven vectors were created to assist student development professionals in
determining where students are in their development and what stage they may enter next
(Chickering & Reisser, 1993). The vectors are paths for students to discover their individuality
and enhance their relationships within a global society (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Each
movement through the vectors “brings more awareness, skills, confidence, complexity, stability,
and integration” (Chickering & Reisser, 1993, p. 34) with regard to student development in
higher education. While students are moving through the seven vectors, they can move at
different rates than their peers, they can interact with other vectors, and they can revisit areas of
vectors that they have already experienced (Evans, 2003).
The seven vectors that students move through are developing competence, managing
emotions, moving through autonomy toward independence, developing mature interpersonal
relationships, establishing identity, developing purpose, and developing integrity (Chickering &
Reisser, 1993). During the first two years of college, students typically pass through the first four
vectors, and during the last two years, they pass through the final two vectors. The fifth vector is
a continuous process throughout the four years of college (Despres, Brady, & McGowan, 2008).
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Each one of these vectors can be directly related to the path that student-athletes take during their
own development and should be considered by student affairs professionals when working with
this subpopulation.
There are three types of competence that are discussed in the developing competence
vector: intellectual, interpersonal, and physical/manual (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). The
increase in knowledge and skills in critical thinking and reasoning is part of intellectual
competence and can be enhanced for a student-athlete by dispelling the “dumb-jock” stereotype
(Valentine & Taub, 1999, p. 167). Interpersonal competence is achieved through communication,
leadership, and group participation and can be enhanced by encouraging student-athletes to
venture outside their secluded subpopulation and make friends with non-athletes. Physical
competence is gained through attention to health and wellness issues and recreational activities,
which can be severely impacted if student-athletes are injured and lose their primary identity
(Valenine & Taub, 1999).
The next vector, managing emotions, is concerned with the idea that students need to be
aware of their emotions. Students need to be able to express and control their emotions before
they allow them to impact their educational experience (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). When
students understand how to “control impulses and develop appropriate responses” (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005, p. 21), they have successfully passed through this vector. Valentine and Taub
(1999) encourage student affairs professionals to provide outreach to student-athletes about
support programs and services that can help them understand that they have resources and
services to assist them in dealing with their emotions. These emotions can be a source of either
success or failure in their educational and athletic lives. Because of this it is important that
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student-athletes use sports psychologists or other counseling programs to aid them in monitoring
their emotions.
Students are able to gain self-efficacy skills as well as take responsibility for their own
outcomes, regardless of what their peers might think, when they are in the vector of moving
through autonomy toward independence (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). This vector allows
students to be independent and not continually look for reassurance or approval (Chickering &
Reisser, 1993; Evans et al., 1998). Student affairs professionals need to remember that while the
general student population might be used to making individual decisions, student-athletes are
used to direction from coaches and other athletic administrators (Valentine & Taub, 1999).
Developing mature interpersonal relationships involves understanding and appreciating
differences while forming more meaningful, long-term, healthy relationships (Chickering &
Reisser, 1993). Student-athletes might not be able to form such meaningful relationships with
individuals outside of their fellow athletes due to their time constraints (Valentine & Taub,
1999). Student affairs professionals need to make an effort to create these interactions so studentathletes can be provided powerful learning experiences and bring an awareness of differences in
values, backgrounds, and ideas (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
Establishing identity is impacted by the previous vectors and involves comfort with body
and appearance; comfort with gender and sexual orientation; and sense of self in a social,
historical, and cultural context (Chickering & Reisser, 1993). Establishing identity also involves
clarification of self-concept through roles and lifestyle, sense of self in response to feedback
from valued others, self-acceptance and self-esteem, and personal stability and integration
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(Chickering & Reisser, 1993). This vector allows students to have a strong understanding of
themselves while gaining confidence in what makes them who they are.
Student-athletes are mainly identified through their athletic life, but they are also
identified many other ways. In addition, Woodruff and Schallert (2008) found that studentathletes can have conflicting identities between their academic and their athletic obligations. If
student-athletes already feel neglected, there are implications that can occur with regard to their
student development (Chickering & Reisser, 1993), their sense of self (Woodruff & Schallert,
2008), and their engagement in personal development activities, which has been shown to have
positive effects on students (Astin, 1993). This vector of Chickering’s seven vectors of
development is important to student affairs professionals in remembering that student-athletes
might also have body issues or might be struggling with gender and sexual orientation identity,
as well as race, ethnicity, and cultural identity, or issues with self-concept or self-acceptance,
self-esteem, or personal stability (Valentine & Taub, 1999).
Developing purpose builds upon the idea of establishing an identity but looks to the
future. Students evaluate who they are going to be and where are they going to go (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005). Many times student-athletes will be looking to professional sports as their
career choice, or student-athletes have never identified with anything but their sport and may
struggle with a career choice once their sport career has concluded. Student affairs professionals
need to help them understand the need for career development so that if they are not able to
move to the next level, they are prepared for the future (Valentine & Taub, 1999). The use of
former student-athletes as mentors or guest speakers can be a great resource to help in this
process. Student affairs professionals need to be careful when talking about professional
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aspirations. Playing at the professional level is a student’s dream, and the loss of this dream
results in a grieving process for the student (Valentie & Taub, 1999).
The last vector allows students to reevaluate their personal values and beliefs (Pascarella
& Terenzini, 2005). Developing integrity includes the three stages of humanizing values,
personalizing values, and developing congruence (Evans et al., 1998). Valentine and Taub (1999)
highlight the importance of student affairs professionals evaluating the previous values, beliefs,
and other cultural norms that these student-athletes have been taught. Understanding these ideals
will allow student affairs professionals to assist these students in bringing their personal values
and behaviors together.
Cognitive-Structural Development Theories
Theorists Perry and Kohlberg have written about intellectual and cognitive development
of students in higher education. Perry’s theory of intellectual and ethical development has nine
positions of development. The first position, dualism, discusses how students see the world as
having two distinct choices, good or bad (Evans et al., 1998; Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001).
This is very common for student-athletes who are used to being told what to do by coaches and
administrators and could be transferred over to how they approach their academics (HowardHamilton & Sina, 2001). Because of this, “college athletes might not have the intellectual
challenges needed to help them successfully move through these stages of cognitive
development” (Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001, p. 38).
Kohlberg’s theory of moral development focuses on how students make moral judgments
based on three factors: an emphasis on value, effect on an individual, and the action that must be
taken (Evans et al., 1998). There are six stages grouped into three levels that students must
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accomplish to develop moral reasoning (Evans et al., 1998). The first level is preconventional
and has the heteronomous morality stage and the individualistic, instrumental morality stage that
states that students obey rules so they are not punished and because it is in their best interests
(Evans et al., 1998). This can be applied to the student-athlete population in how they are told
what is right and wrong on the court, but also in their desire to please faculty and staff.
Sometimes it is not their fault if they are not able to make class due to travel schedules, but that
does not mean that they have not successfully passed through this stage of moral development
(Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001).
The second level of Kohlberg’s theory of moral development is the conventional level
and includes the interpersonally normative morality stage and the social system morality stage
that says that students will live up to the expectations of others who are close to them and will
view rules and procedures as applying equally to others (Evans et al., 1998). This level of moral
development can be applied to student-athletes because they want to live up to the expectations
of their coaches, family, and peers athletically, but also their instructors with regard to
academics. The last level is the postconventional or principles level and includes the human
rights and social welfare morality stage and the morality of universalizable, reversible, and
prescriptive general ethical principles that both acknowledge human rights and equal
consideration (Evans et al., 1998). The last level of moral development can be applied to studentathletes by clean play and regard for opponents during games (Howard-Hamilton & Sina, 2001).
The last level can be applied to student-athlete academic experiences in their acceptance of
policies that have been implemented under good conscience, even if they do not agree with them.
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Student Involvement Theory
When administrators are reviewing academic policies and procedures, it is important to
“incorporate both academic and non-academic factors into the design and development of
programs to create a socially inclusive and supportive academic environment that addresses the
social, emotional, and academic needs of students” (American College Testing Program, 2004, p.
4). When exploring theories in higher education, definitions play a vital role in the implications
for future policy. The American College Testing Program (2004) defines student involvement in
a broader sense when compared to student affairs literature (Whipple & Murphy, 2004). While it
includes both academic and student affairs programs, it still leaves out important subpopulations
on college campuses. Astin (1984) goes further with his definition to include all physical and
psychological efforts that students dedicate to the academic experience. This definition allows
for the inclusion of those students not in the traditional academic or campus activities, such as
those students who participate in intercollegiate athletics.
Astin’s (1984) theory of student involvement refers to the amount of physical and
psychological effort that students put into their academic experience. The quality and quantity of
students’ involvement in their own academic experiences is directly proportional to their learning
outcomes and personal development. Astin (1984) stated that the ability to increase student
involvement is directly related to the effectiveness of educational policies and practices. Every
positive factor that a student experiences has a positive impact on student involvement, and
every negative factor that a student experiences has a negative impact on involvement. When a
student-athlete faces prejudice from peers, faculty, and even administrators, it will have a
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negative impact on a student-athlete’s involvement in academic experiences (Engstrom et al.,
1995).
Astin (1993) also emphasizes the importance of students becoming involved and
participating in their environment to learn and foster growth. “Professionals and other educators
need to create opportunities for involvement to occur, both in and out of the classroom” (Evans
et al., 1998, p. 27), especially for student-athletes who face time constraints. There is a great deal
of discussion about the benefits of engagement and the personal development of student-athletes.
Research has shown that “student-athletes find it difficult to interact with peers outside athletic
groups” (Aries et al., 2004, p. 579), which can hinder their personal development. Another
reason student-athletes have been shown to be separated from the general student population is
the negative academic stereotypes that student-athletes carry (Aries et al., 2004). Student-athletes
are perceived as “people who are underprepared, unlikely to graduate, priority skewed and
manipulated by the demands of their sport” (Whitner & Meyers, 1986, p. 659). If their peers, as
well as faculty and staff, perceive them a certain way, especially in a negative light, studentathletes might not feel welcome in the other subcultures.
Astin’s (1993) I-E-O model and theory of involvement states that the inputs
(demographic characteristics), environment (range of people, program, policies and experiences)
and outcomes (knowledge, skills, beliefs, attitudes and behaviors after college) are all elements
that influence a student’s college outcome. College faculty and administrators have control of the
environmental factors through programs and policies which can assist in student development of
student-athletes. Research shows that although inputs such as demographics and high school
experiences influence student outcomes, with student-athletes, the structures of their experiences
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have more weight (Adler & Adler, 1985). The NCAA instituted a program called CHAMPS/Life
Skills to show commitment to academic excellence, athletic excellence, personal development,
career development, and commitment to service (Carodine, Almond, & Gratto, 2001). This
program was intended to increase student involvement, but it fails to bring students out of their
secluded subpopulation. Adler and Adler (1985) suggested that student-athletes should not be
isolated, should be sheltered from their celebrity status, and should be provided with more
academic role models outside of intercollegiate athletics.
Student Outcomes Theory
Tinto’s (1988) theory of student departure is another important theory to examine with
regard to student-athletes and their success in college. Tinto’s theory argues that students enter
college with predetermined ideas, values, and skills with regard to the college experience and
their goals. Through demands and interactions between both academic and social communities
within the university, these predetermined characteristics can be modified and lead to integration
and persistence in the college experience (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Tinto’s theory gives
guidance “to researchers who wish to study the college student change process and to
administrators who seek to design academic and social programs and experiences intended to
promote students’ educational growth” (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005, p. 56). If student-athletes
are not receiving these interactions due to prejudices and seclusion, their educational growth
could be stunted, and they might not get as much out of the educational experience as other
students.
Pascarella’s general model for assessing change, like both Astin’s and Tinto’s models,
looks at institutional influences on students. Pascarella expands the theory to include family and
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non-college peer groups as strong influencers of outcomes and highlights the importance of
background characteristics and the student’s individual effort (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).
Pascarella stated that institutional influences have both a direct and indirect influence on student
outcomes (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). While Weidman’s model of undergraduate
socialization also builds on Pascarella’s and Tinto’s ideas of background characteristics,
Weidman’s theory includes the importance of non-college influences on students and the
socialization process that forces students to balance college to achieve success (Pascarella &
Terenzini, 2005).
There are six groups of individuals who influence the academic experience of studentathletes: coaches, teammates, athletic academic advisors, non-athlete peers, faculty, and parents
(Bell, 2009). Bell (2009) found that the most positive relationship for students academically is
with their athletic academic advisors. In addition, as mentioned in Pascarella’s and Weidman’s
theories, the non-college influence, such as parents, is also an intricate part of the studentathletes’ academic experience. Bell found that these influential individuals need to be mindful of
the message that they are giving to student-athletes about the irrelevance of their major selection.
By not challenging the student-athletes academically and by treating them differently than the
rest of the student body, student-athletes will disengage from their educational experience (Adler
& Adler, 1985).
These theories on student outcomes are especially important when looking at college
athletics since “persistence is conceptually linked to student perceptions of the quality of their
learning environments and their interaction with faculty about learning issues” (Tinto, 1997, p.
618). Student-athletes have many obligations on a college campus, and their learning
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environments can be heavily impacted by NCAA policy and their interpretation by university
administrators. This shows the importance of NCAA policies as well as the importance of
institutional programs that universities implement to help their students be successful and abide
by NCAA regulations. Assessment and research need to be completed to make sure these
programs and policies are being effective for student-athletes because they will directly impact
the outcome of their college careers.
Since the NCAA has implemented new programs, it is especially important to assess
them to make sure that, even though there have been positive reports about the academic
achievements of student-athletes, we know how students feel about these programs and how they
are viewing the benefits of their own educational experiences. Gayles and Hu (2009) state that
“few studies have sought to examine what students do with their time outside of participation in
sports and how such experiences influence student learning and personal development and
satisfaction with their college experience” (p. 317). Additional research should be conducted, not
only on the outcomes of these programs but also on the student-athletes’ satisfaction with their
college experience. By looking at students’ overall college experiences, their educational
backgrounds, and their engagement at the university, we can start to see the bigger picture of a
student-athlete’s athletic and academic career.
Student Engagement Theory
“Excellent undergraduate education is most likely to occur at those colleges and
universities that maximize good practices and enhance students’ academic and social
engagement or effort” (Pascarella, 2001, p. 22) and should look at “how well [an institution]
fosters student learning” (Kuh, 2003, p. 25). Institutions that aim to maximize good practices to
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enhance students’ academic and social experience on campus need to be cognizant of different
subpopulations in order to meet the specific needs of their individual students. Student-athletes,
for example, are a highly regulated campus subpopulation with many obligations that should be a
concern to student affairs professionals.
Student engagement is an important piece of student development theory with regard to
student-athletes. Kuh (1993) found that “experiences beyond the classroom made substantial
contributions to student learning and personal development” (p. 300) and set forth 10 highimpact educational practices that “have been shown to be beneficial for college students from
many backgrounds” (p. 9). These practices are aimed at creating opportunities for students to put
time and effort into purposeful tasks, to interact with faculty and peers about fundamental topics,
to experience diversity from people who are different from themselves, to get frequent feedback
about performance, to see how what they have learned transfers to different settings, and to
participate in collaborative learning (Kuh, 2008).
The 10 practices Kuh (2008) puts forth are first-year seminars and experiences, common
intellectual experiences, learning communities, writing-intensive courses, collaborative
assignments and projects, undergraduate research, diversity/global learning, service learning and
community-based learning, internships, and capstone courses and projects. These high-impact
educational practices have been shown to increase engagement and retention rates. Tinto (1997)
found that “students put more effort into that form of educational activity that enables them to
bridge the academic-social divide so that they are able to make friends and learn at the same
time” (p. 615). All of the high-impact educational practices allow student-athletes to interact
with individuals outside of their sub-population. Administrators and organizers of these practices
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need to be mindful not to segregate student-athletes when creating high impact educational
practices. By segregating this population, student-athletes will not be able to successfully bridge
the academic-social divide or achieve the goals of the programs.
Enrollment in first-year seminars and experiences is a high-impact educational practice
that is in place at many institutions of higher learning. The goal of first-year seminars is to
“develop students’ intellectual and practical competencies…[through]…critical inquiry, frequent
writing, information literacy, [and] collaborative learning” (Kuh, 2008, p. 9). In addition to firstyear seminars, another curricular experience for students is participation in common intellectual
experiences. These experiences combine broad topics into co-curricular and curricular options
for students, usually through learning communities (Kuh, 2008). Learning communities are
another high-impact educational practice where students take more than two courses in which the
professors work together to create curriculum to explore a common topic or idea (Kuh, 2008).
Writing-intensive courses encourage students to write on a variety of topics as well as
revise assignments depending on the audience for which they are intended (Kuh, 2008). This
practice encourages oral communication, quantitative reasoning, information literacy, and ethical
inquiry (Kuh, 2008). Another high-impact educational practice commonly used in the classroom
is the use of collaborative assignments and projects. Students work together on assignments and
projects to learn how to work together to solve problems (Kuh, 2008). Capstone courses and
projects are also common for students to show their work over the undergraduate experience and
reflect on what they have learned (Kuh, 2008).
Undergraduate research is a high-impact educational practice that allows students to
engage in research activities with faculty (Kuh, 2008). Research is more common in the science
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disciplines, but it is expanding to students in all disciplines due to the positive implications on
engagement (Kuh, 2008). Diversity and global learning is a high-impact practice that allows
students to “explore cultures, life experiences, and worldviews different from their own” (Kuh,
2008, p. 10). Service learning and community-based learning “give students direct experience
with issues that they are studying in the curriculum and with ongoing efforts to analyze and solve
problems in the community…to both apply what they are learning…and reflect in a classroom
setting” (Kuh, 2008, p. 11). Internships build on the ideas of service learning by giving students
direct experience in their career interest in a work environment (Kuh, 2008).
Researchers have found that there is success for student-athletes in their degree of
engagement within the university. Engagement has positive and significant impact on college
outcomes for student-athletes (Gayles & Hu, 2009). Umbach et al. (2006) found that “studentathletes are at least as engaged overall, and in some areas more engaged, compared with their
non-athlete peers…and perceived their campus environment to be more supportive of their
academic and social needs” (p. 725). These interactions with peers outside of their teammates
typically take place through campus engagement activities and are beneficial to personal
development and student learning (Gayles, Rockenbach, & Davis, 2012).
Contrary to some studies examining student-athletes forming their own subculture,
Gayles and Hu (2009) found that student-athletes “are equally as likely to engage in
educationally purposeful activities” (p. 329) and benefit from these interactions in a way that is
similar to the general population. Athletic administrators need to make interactions with other
student populations meaningful and help them find ways through different programming to
interact with their peers at the institution. “Helping these student-athletes find ways to participate
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in academic related activities to the extent that they are involved in athletic related activities will
likely lead to gains in student learning” (Gayles & Hu, 2009, p. 330).
A Conceptual Model of Academic Success for Student-Athletes
Comeaux and Harrison (2011) felt a need to create a model specifically for studentathletes because they had discovered only one other conceptual model specific to this subpopulation, and it only discussed predictive variables such as GPA and academic experiences. It
did not examine academic success and its relationship with student-athletes. They found it
important to have a specific conceptual model because “scholars and student-affairs leaders rely
heavily on existing theoretical models based on the general student population to predict the
behaviors and outcomes of student-athletes in college” ( p. 237).
Comeaux and Harrison’s (2011) conceptual model of academic success for studentathletes is based on many of the student development, student involvement, student outcomes,
and student engagement theories that have been previously discussed. The first stage of their
conceptual model acknowledges that precollege characteristics will predict college behaviors and
can influence goals and commitment not only to their institution, but also their sport. The second
stage of the model for student-athlete academic success recognizes the importance of
commitments to the institution and to the student’s sport and the balance that must exist between
the two. If student-athletes have a high degree of commitment to the institution, they are likely to
succeed academically, but if they have a high commitment to their sport, they would be less
engaged in academics. The third stage is recognizing the importance of social integration and the
influence of student-athletes’ individual characteristics along with their interactions in their

28
social environment. “Social integration is likely to influence goal, sport, and institutional
commitment and, ultimately, academic success” (Comeaux and Harrison, 2011, p. 239).
National Collegiate Athletic Association
The National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA) is the main governing body that
establishes student-athlete academic regulations. The NCAA oversees over 430,000 studentathletes in over 1000 colleges and universities (NCAA, 2011d). The NCAA oversees policies for
each member institution, including eligibility, which is determined by multiple factors including
academics. The member institutions of the NCAA are split into three different divisions:
Division I, Division II and Division III. There are also two other primary athletic governing
boards, the National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) and the National Junior
College Athletic Association (NJCAA). Academic regulations are similar within the NCAA but
have slight variations for each division.
Since the creation of the NCAA in 1906, academic eligibility standards, policies, and
procedures have been implemented to protect the welfare of the student-athlete (Mondello &
Abernethy, 2000). During the 1980s there was an extensive amount of scandal in intercollegiate
athletics and reform was needed (Knight Foundation Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics,
1999). The Knight Commission on Intercollegiate Athletics was created to address these issues
and to make recommendations for reform (Knight Foundation Commission on Intercollegiate
Athletics, 1999). Many of the current academic policies have been a direct result of the Knight
Commission’s recommendations over the past 20-plus years, including major academic reform
that was introduced in 2003 (LaForge & Hodge, 2011).
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Division I
Student-athletes who are interested in playing at the Division I level need to be mindful
of academic eligibility requirements beginning in their first year of high school. Although they
have not been formally signed to attend an institution, the NCAA requires students to be
identified as qualifiers by completing certain courses and obtaining certain grades to be
considered for eligibility (NCAA, 2014a). Students must successfully complete 16 core courses
in high school that include four years of English; three years of mathematics (Algebra I or
higher); two years of natural or physical science; two years of social science; one year of
additional English, math or science; and four years of additional English, math, science, foreign
language, or religion/philosophy (NCAA, 2014a). In addition to coursework, high school
students interested in playing at an NCAA-regulated institution must obtain a certain grade point
average in their core courses and a particular score on their standardized test with regard to a
sliding scale provided by the NCAA (NCAA, 2014a).
Starting in the fall of 2016, the admission requirements for Division I student-athletes
changed. Student-athletes need to obtain at least a 2.3 grade point average in their core courses
and have a majority of those courses completed before their senior year in high school (NCAA,
2012b). In addition, the sliding scale is amplified to increase academic rigor (NCAA, 2012b). By
not achieving the admission standards, student-athletes are identified as non-qualifiers. These
students are not allowed to participate in competition or in practice until they have fulfilled a
year of academic residency (NCAA, 2014a).
Student-athletes who are transferring from two-year institutions have additional academic
requirements. Student-athletes who are identified as qualifiers by completing the admission

30
standards above, must additionally have a minimum grade point average of 2.50 at their two-year
school and have completed 12 credit hours of transferable credits for each full-time semester that
they attended their previous institution (NCAA, 2014a). Student-athletes who are identified as
non-qualifiers, must have received a degree from the two-year institution, been a full-time
student for at least three semesters or four quarters, completed a minimum of 48 semester or 72
quarter hours of transferable credits, and achieved a cumulative grade point average of 2.50
(NCAA, 2014a).
Once student-athletes have been accepted to an institution and are part of their athletic
program, they must abide by additional academic regulations to remain eligible. The NCAA has
instituted policies to ensure that student-athletes are continuing progress toward a degree. The
40-60-80 rule was implemented to accomplish this task. Student-athletes are allowed five years
to graduate while they are receiving athletically related financial aid, but they must have 40% of
the coursework completed for their required degree by the end of their second year, 60% by the
end of their third year, and 80% by the end of their fourth year. In addition to the 40-60-80 rule,
student-athletes must earn a minimum of six hours each semester to remain eligible to compete
in their sport the following term (NCAA, 2014a).
The Academic Progress Rate (APR) was created in 2004 as a way to hold institutions
responsible for student-athletes’ academics and “to track the academic achievement of teams
each academic term” (NCAA, 2010a, p.1). The APR “provides a real-time ‘snapshot’ of a team’s
academic success each semester” (NCAA, 2011a, p.1). The APR is a number that allows
administrators to compare the academic culture of a program to other athletic schools in different
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regions and even in different sports, but administrators need to be cautious that the institution’s
cultures might impact the metric (LaForge & Hodge, 2011).
The APR looks at “all the points student-athletes could earn for remaining in school and
academically eligible during that period” (NCAA, 2010a, p. 1) and is calculated by giving each
student-athlete who is receiving athletically related financial aid one retention point and another
retention point for being academically eligible. This means that student-athletes who are
receiving athletically related financial aid are able to earn two APR points. In addition, studentathletes who are not receiving any type of athletically related financial aid are not counted in this
metric. The team’s points are divided by the points possible and then multiplied by 1,000
(NCAA, 2014c). Teams that fall below the 930 benchmark set by the NCAA or teams that have
had past violations and that fail to reach individual standards set by the NCAA can have
penalties that include limited practice times that will be replaced with academic activities,
competition reductions, coaching suspensions, financial aid reductions, or even restricted NCAA
membership (NCAA, 2014a). The benchmark was increased from 900 to 930 in 2014 because it
predicts a 50% graduation rate for students (Paskus, 2012).
The APR is a flexible metric and allows institutions to exclude certain students from their
calculations. These exceptions apply if a student leaves in good academic standing to pursue a
professional career in sport, if a student-athlete transfers to another school while meeting
minimum academic requirements, or if a student returns to graduate at a later date (NCAA,
2012d). According to the NCAA (2012d), the goal in implementing the APR is to improve
programs, not to punish them. Institutions should not be concerned with the quantity of their
resources but need to understand that it is important to look at the quality of their resources and
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how they are being used. APR penalties can also be avoided if institutions can show that they
have had “meaningful improvement and succeed in meeting their school’s academic mission”
(NCAA, 2010a). When institutions are struggling to maintain adequate APR scores, the NCAA
will partner with them to assist in creating plans to overcome their low scores (NCAA, 2012d).
In addition to the APR, a Coaches APR Database was launched in August of 2010 to
increase accountability of head coaches for student-athletes’ academic performance (Hosick,
2010). Because “coaches are the primary influencers of their student-athletes” (p. 1), the
database is intended to “highlight the critical role that they play in the development of their
student-athletes athletically and academically” (Hosick, 2010, p. 1). The Coaches APR Database
includes all head coaches and their APRs over their coaching careers at different institutions and
is available to the public through the NCAA website.
The Graduation Success Rate (GSR) was created in 2004 in response to college and
university presidents who wanted graduation data that were more accurate for college students
today (NCAA, 2012c). Individuals felt that the Federal Graduation Rate (FGR) did not take into
account student-athletes who might leave an institution in good academic standing for
professional opportunities or for a better athletic experience at another institution (LaForge &
Hodge, 2011). The FGR was created as a result of the 1990 Student Right-To-Know and Campus
Security Act and states that students will be considered a completer if they graduate within 150%
of the normal time for graduation, which is typically four years (LaForge & Hodge, 2011). The
FGR is the percent of students in a cohort who initially enrolled in the fall of N and who
graduated by the fall of N+6 and is computed by the number of completers divided by total
number of students in the cohort, then multiplied by 100 (LaForge & Hodge, 2011). The GSR
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removes those student-athletes who are in good academic standing regardless of whether they are
transfer students or first-time students at the institution (LaForge & Hodge, 2011). Like the APR,
the GSR is only calculated for student-athletes who are receiving athletically related financial aid
when they first enter the institution and does not include transfer students (LaForge & Hodge,
2011; Petr & Paskus, 2009a).
In addition to these many academic regulations, Division I eligibility rules have
exceptions for many different types of students depending on various situations. There are
additional policies and regulations for students with education-impacting disabilities, for
financial aid, for pass-fail courses, for incomplete courses, for GED Test/Equivalency Diploma
students, for international/foreign exchange students, and for transfer students as well as on-line
courses (NCAA, 2014a).
Although this study is only looking at Division I academic policies, it is important to note
the current policies for Division II and Division III of the NCAA. Both Division II and Division
III’s academic policies are inclusive of all student-athletes, regardless of scholarship status,
unlike Division I. Division I non-scholarship student-athletes are the only student-athletes who
are not included in academic policies in the NCAA. Because the NCAA does not define studentathletes as all participants in Division I, they do not collect data on non-scholarship studentathletes with regard to GPA, APR and GSR. In addition to student-athletes being a hard group
for researchers to access, the marginalization of non-scholarship student-athletes forms a large
gap in the literature. This is because there is a lack of information collected by the NCAA (Petr
& Paskus, 2009b). To fully understand the disregard of Division I non-scholarship studentathletes, it is important to understand the policies of the other two divisions.
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Division II
Like Division I institutions, incoming student-athletes need to meet certain academic
standards to be eligible to participate in their sports. In the fall of 2013, like Division I, Division
II went to a 16 core course model that must be completed in high school with at least a GPA of a
2.0. Previously, Division II participants completed 14 core courses and needed to maintain a
GPA of at least a 2.0 in three years of English; two years of math (Algebra I or higher); two
years of social science, two years of natural or physical science; two years of additional English,
math or science; and three years of additional courses from English, sciences, social science,
foreign languages or religion/philosophy (NCAA, 2014b). Division II also has a sliding scale for
grade point averages and standardized test scores but also requires a minimum SAT score of 820
and a minimum ACT sum score of 68.
The NCAA’s Division II prides itself on having “student-athletes [who] are valued for
their athletic contributions and for being an important part of the overall student body” (NCAA,
2011c, p. 1). Student-athletes in Division II programs are part of a partial scholarship model that
helps students fund their education through scholarships, grants, loans, and employment earnings
(NCAA, 2011c, p. 1). Since Division II operates on a partial-scholarship model, implementing a
metric like Division I’s APR would not be feasible. The Division II Academic Success Rate
(ASR) is a similar measure to the APR, but it includes student-athletes not receiving athletic
financial aid (NCAA, 2014b).

35
Division III
The NCAA does not set admission or academic eligibility standards for their Division III
institutions. The NCAA requires that students must be in good academic standing but allows the
presidents and chancellors at those colleges and universities to set their own policies and to
enforce them (NCAA, 2014c).
Academic Progress Rate
Even though there are many studies on student-athletes, very little empirical research has
been done specifically on the NCAA policies, especially the APR. Even though the APR is a
major policy in Division I athletics, it has only been in existence since 2004 and the penalties
have only been calculated by the NCAA since 2009 (Johnson et al., 2012). In addition, the
research and publication process takes several years to complete which could explain the lack of
empirical research on the topic (Johnson et al., 2012). There are many blogs, sports articles, and
other non-peer-reviewed articles that can be found discussing APR, but in reviewing the few
empirical studies that have been done, there have been conflicting results.
Christy, Seifried, and Pastore (2008) conducted a survey of athletic directors, faculty
athletic representatives, senior women administrators, and head coaches of the six Bowl
Championship Series (BCS) schools and found that 64% of them felt that the APR would “have
a positive impact on college athletics . . . [and would] help improve the graduation rates of
student-athletes as well as make head coaches more accountable for the type of student-athlete
being recruited” (p. 1). Johnson et al. (2012) wanted to “determine if selected variables were
related to, and aided in predicting, APR scores for first-year student-athletes” (p. 165) and found
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that APR was correlated to demographics, academics, and athletics. The importance of the APR
was justified because the results showed that “APR does not just resemble GPA or retention, and
is a unique metric in itself” (Johnson et al., 2012, p. 166).
In contrast, some researchers believe that APR rates are a meaningless metric that does
not say anything about the institution, and additional emphasis is needed on the graduation rates
to show the progress of student-athletes (Sander, 2010). LaForge and Hodge (2011) cautioned
that the measurement is a measure of progress, not academic performance, and also cautioned
that the “APR should not stand alone as the sole measure of academic success of student-athletes
at an institution” (p. 229). In addition, Christy et al. (2008) found that some Division I head
coaches felt that the APR would punish the smaller schools that do not have the funding for
academic support programs. Although research has shown a relationship between APR and
graduation success, depending on the academic rigor or unique characteristics on an individual
campus, it is argued that APR may not be a useful predictor of graduation (LaForge & Hodge,
2011).
Some studies caution that to meet the new guidelines student-athletes will be placed into
less academically challenging majors and courses to comply with the standards being
implemented (Sperber, 2005). It is also thought that by having these guidelines students will
have no room for major exploration (Cusack, 2007). Some research argues that these are weak
arguments. The APR rate shows a real-time snapshot of retention (Sander, 2010) and allows for
students to have completed 40% of their program by the beginning of their third year. This is
10% behind a normal track for a student to graduate in four years. Graduation rates also take six
years to compute. This is why a real-time progress measure like APR is needed. The NCAA is

37
continuously conducting validation studies on the APR to make sure it is still a metric that
predicts gradation success and has found that teams with the lowest APRs tend to have the
lowest GSRs (Paskus, 2012).
Since the APR’s implementation in 2004, “sizable decreases have occurred in the number
of student-athletes failing out of school and in the number of teams subject to APR penalties”
(Paskus, 2012, p. 43). Schools with fewer financial resources have struggled to improve their
scores, but other schools have been able to improve their APR scores more rapidly (Paskus,
2012). The NCAA’s academic standards are heavily data driven, and current metrics like the
APR and GSR, in addition to increasing student success, allow them to conduct assessment of
their policies and to implement policy change to increase academic success (Paskus, 2012).
Graduation Success Rates
Reports on the GSR of student-athletes have been varied just like those of the APR. This
policy is also in its infancy stage and takes six years to compute. There are many empirical
research articles on graduation rates of student-athletes, but very few look at the newly
implemented metric, the GSR.
In 2003, when the GSR was introduced, the goal was to maximize academic success and
minimize adverse impact on student-athletes with low-income and minority status (Petr &
McArdle, 2012). Petr and McArdle (2012) have found that those goals are being met through the
current GSR. In addition, the NCAA has reported that “student-athletes graduate at slightly
higher rates than non-athletes, about 62% for student-athletes compared to 60% for the general
student body” (Umbach et al., 2006, p.725). There have also been changes in the GSR in all
sports, which shows that academic performance is increasing (Petr & McArdle, 2012). The
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current GSR data for the NCAA shows an 80% graduation rate, and on average, the GSR tends
to be 15-20% higher than the FSR, which is currently around 60% (Petr & McArdle, 2012).
These positive reports can be looked at as a direct effect of these new programs that have been
implemented such as limiting the hours spent on athletic activities, restricting athletes from
living together in campus housing, as well as requiring academic support services specific for
student-athletes (Gayles & Hu, 2009).
Current literature on graduation rates, not using the GSR metric, shows that programs
that are successful in competition show a negative impact on graduation rates, especially those
with rigorous schedules (Mangold, Bean, & Adams, 2003). Division I-A student-athletes have
also been shown to graduate at a rate of 1.1% lower than non-athlete students (Ferris et al.,
2004). Some studies have even shown that a successful athletics program can negatively impact
the graduation success of all students (Tucker, 1992, 2004). Purdy, Eitzen, and Hufnagel (1982)
found that male student-athletes in revenue-generating sports had a lower probability of
graduating than athletes in other sports or even in the general student body.
Other reports have shown a positive correlation between intercollegiate athletics and
academics. Schools that are successful in their revenue-generating sport programs have a higher
overall graduation rate for the student body due to increased revenue funds for programs (Rishe,
2003). Rishe (2003) also found that student-athletes graduate at higher rates than the regular
student body due to those increased regulations, such as APR and GSR, for student-athletes.
When analyzing the differences in the positive and negative correlations for sport participation
and graduation rates, it is important to remember the unique characteristics of student-athletes
and the reason why the GSR metric was instituted in the first place.
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Eligibility and Retention
Research shows that student-athletes have a hard time juggling both academic and
athletic responsibilities and that “time demands of athletic programs force student-athletes to
sacrifice attention to academics making it difficult for them to devote time to study or earn good
grades” (Aries et al., 2004, p. 578). It is especially difficult for student-athletes to perform both
in the classroom and on the field when they are in season. Research has shown that there is a
negative effect between grade performance and the athletes’ season of participation (Maloney &
McCormick, 1993; Scott, Paskus, Miranda, Petr, & McArdle, 2008). Time demands are also
looked at as the reason that student-athletes in varying sports have differences in their in-season
and out-of-season performances (Scott et al., 2008). These same groups also have the lowest
average graduation rates and APRs (Scott et al., 2008). Scott et al. (2008) found that “studentathletes who are less well prepared academically as they enter college are more likely to suffer
seasonal drops in academic performance” (p. 225). This is most common in basketball and
football, which have the lowest levels of college readiness.
Along with the stress of being in season and facing academic demands, there is a
correlation between revenue-generating sports and the negative effects on grades (Maloney &
McCormick, 1993). More importantly, “scholarship athletes fared worse than non-scholarship or
partial-scholarship athletes in academic achievement” (Purdy et al., 1982, p. 445), and this has
been speculated to be true because scholarship athletes feel they owe the university because the
institution is paying for their education. In contrast, research has shown that scholarshipreceiving athletes are usually the best performing athletes on the field and might favor their sport
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preparation over their academic responsibilities (Purdy et al., 1982). This study was conducted
over 30 years ago before many of the academic regulations from the NCAA went into place.
Research has shown that there is a positive relationship between high school athletes and
academic performance, but the question has been raised concerning why this is not true at the
college level (Purdy et al., 1982). In contrast, some research even suggests that admission
requirements are more relaxed for student-athletes, giving them a disadvantage from the start of
their academic career due to lack of preparedness (Aries et al., 2004; Umbach et al., 2006),
which in turn can lead to lower grades (Umbach et al., 2006). This can cause added stress to a
student-athlete because of athletic demands in addition to academic difficulties and can severely
impact the transition to college. Even though student-athletes have time constraints that
contribute to their academic struggles, Nichols, Corrigan, and Hardin (2011) found that athletic
departments have programs and resources that are being underutilized that can assist enhancing
the academic quality of their institutions.
Conceptual Framework
This study is grounded in higher education policy analysis and the lens includes critical
theory. Critical theory is based on the notion that policies and procedures are in place that
negatively impact individuals based on race, class, and gender (Brookfield, 2001). The systems
and policies that are currently in place in the NCAA’s Division I only reflect those who are
receiving financial benefits. Student-athletes who are not receiving athletic scholarships are
excluded from NCAA Division I policies and procedures solely because they are not on an
athletic scholarship. Critical theory is also based on the movement “to generate knowledge that
will change, not just interpret, the world” (Brookfield, 2001, p. 11). In this case, the change
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being sought is in the world of intercollegiate athletics with regard to academic policies and
procedures, which can be accomplished through policy research.
Policy Research
This study is based in the ideals of policy research. Policy is an important aspect in
educational outcomes. “Students’ experiences and the opportunities they have to learn rest on the
quality of education decisions made in each classroom, in each school, in each district, and in
each state, federal legislature, and department of education” (Loeb, 2012, p. 1). Because of this,
it is important to evaluate NCAA policy and how it impacts educational outcomes for all studentathletes, not just for those who are receiving athletic scholarships.
To conduct policy research, it is important to understand how policy is implemented.
Policy is formed when a problem is recognized; the community develops a proposal that is
practical and then it is approved (Sabatier, 1991). Sabatier (1991) argued that there are three sets
of factors for policy change: the interaction of competing coalitions, changes to the subsystem,
and the effects of stable system parameters. Often policy is created because it impacts the main
interest and values of a population (Lindblom, 1973) and is based on the best available evidence
(Sanderson, 2002). This is why it is important to examine non-scholarship-receiving studentathletes. The NCAA is constantly using the data that they collect to make decisions about
academic and athletic policies (Petr & Paskus, 2009b). If the NCAA is not collecting data on its
entire population, it might not be acting upon the most accurate data.
Policy research is defined as “the process of conducting research on, or analysis of, a
fundamental social problem in order to provide policymakers with pragmatic, action-oriented
recommendations for alleviating the problem” (Majchrzak, 1984, p. 12). According to Majchrzak
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(1984), there are four types of policy research that are classified based on their focus and their
action orientation: policy analysis, basic research policy analysis, technical research, and policy
research. Policy analysis is the study of the policy-making process and is performed by
researchers who are interested in the process of how a policy is implemented and the effects of
those policies. Policy analysis has a technical focus and is low in action orientation. Basic
research policy analysis is viewed as the traditional academic research done in departments at
universities that is fundamental in focus and is low in action orientation. Technical research is
designed to answer very specific and narrowly defined problems and is very technical in focus
and is very high in action orientation. Policy research has a fundamental focus and is high in
action orientation. Policy research studies a particular social problem and alternative ways to
address the problem, and, as defined above, policy research is a process of researching to provide
policymakers the most accurate information for their decision making.
There are five characteristics of policy research that separate it from other research. The
study must be multidimensional in focus, it must use an empirico-inductive research orientation,
it must incorporate the future as well as the past, it must respond to study users, and it must
explicitly incorporate values (Majchrzak, 1984). In addition to the five characteristics, there are
five major activities in the policy research process for the study to be successful: the preparation,
conceptualization, technical analysis, recommendations analysis, and communication to
constituents (Majachrzak, 1984). Policy research, including its characteristics and major
activities, was used as the research lens to guide this study.
Lindblom (1959) argues that to be productive in policy research, researchers cannot
discuss how a certain policy is wrong; they can only provide evidence that another policy is
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better. Policy is rarely changed by a single research study, but it is most commonly used by
advocates to start the accumulation of findings and to, over time, influence decision makers
(Sabatier, 1991). Since there is a gap in the literature regarding non-scholarship athletes and
academic performance, it is hoped that this research study will begin to start discussions on
academic policy in the NCAA.
The purpose of this study is to determine if NCAA Division I’s academic policies
resulted in different outcomes, as well as perceived academic experiences, for scholarship versus
non-scholarship student-athletes. By examining academic outcomes, as well as the perceived
academic experiences, of both scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes, a critical
analysis of current NCAA policies can be completed to see if there is a statistical difference
between the two populations. These potential differences could be the result of different
academic opportunities, experiences, and resources due to academic policy and institutions
directing efforts to those individuals to whom academic metrics apply.

CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to determine if NCAA Division I’s academic policies
resulted in different outcomes, as well as perceived academic experiences, for scholarship versus
non-scholarship student-athletes. This study was based on the ideals of policy research. Policy
research is defined as “the process of conducting research on, or analysis of, a fundamental
social problem in order to provide policymakers with pragmatic, action-oriented
recommendations for alleviating the problem” (Majchrzak, 1984, p. 12). Lindblom (1959)
argued that to be productive in policy research, researchers cannot discuss how a certain policy is
wrong; they can only provide evidence that another policy is better. Policy is rarely changed by a
single research study, but it is most commonly used by advocates to start the accumulation of
findings and to, over time, influence decision makers (Sabatier, 1991). Since there is a gap in the
literature regarding non-scholarship athletes and academic performance, it was hoped that this
research study would begin to start discussions on this topic.
Research Design

Sample
The sample for this study included Division I student-athletes at a mid-major conference
institution. Student-athlete was defined as all student-athletes who were on team rosters,
regardless of scholarship status. The institution was asked to identify student-athletes as
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scholarship receiving or non-scholarship receiving. The identities of all student-athletes were be
confidential and not specifically identified.
Methods Used
The director of Student Athlete Support Services and the director of Athletics were sent a
letter inviting them to participate in this research study. Once the institution agreed to participate,
a formal request for data was sent asking that they provide data on two different cohorts of
student-athletes. The first cohort was the 2013-2014 student-athletes at their institution. Data
requested was academic information such as eligibility, retention, and GPA as well as
demographic information including scholarship status for the cohort of student-athletes. The data
on the first cohort was used to analyze APR, GPA, and academic eligibility. The academic data
on the second cohort was used to analyze GSR. Since the GSR takes six years to calculate, a
different cohort of student-athletes was needed to analyze the metric for this institution. The
most recent GSR data for student-athletes was that of students entering the institution during the
fall of 2008. These data indicated whether or not the student-athlete graduated in six years, and if
they did not, did they transfer in good academic standing or did they leave to play professional
sports, as defined by the institution. Demographic information such as sport and scholarship
status was requested from the participating institution.
In addition to the provided data reports from the institution, the second method for data
collection was the raw data results from the Mapworks Survey that was conducted in the fall of
2013. This is the same cohort of students in the APR data set. “Mapworks is a research-based,
comprehensive, student retention and success platform” (Mapworks, 2016, p. 3) that “measures
the behaviors and expectations of students entering a college or university” (Mapworks, 2016,
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p.9). All first-year students were surveyed four weeks into the semester. For the purpose of this
study, student-athlete data was requested and coded as being a scholarship- or non-scholarshipreceiving student-athlete. The Mapworks Survey (see Appendix) asked student-athletes questions
on the following topics: commitment to the institution, communication skills, analytical skills,
self-discipline, time management, financial means, basic academic behaviors, advanced
academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy, peer connections, homesickness: separation,
homesickness: distressed, academic integration, social integration, satisfaction with institution,
on-campus living: social aspects, on-campus living: environment, on-campus living: roommate
relationship, off-campus living: environment, and test anxiety (Mapworks, 2016). For the
purpose of this study, on-campus, off-campus, and financial factors were removed from analysis.
Research Questions/Hypotheses/Data Analysis
After data collection, quantitative analysis was performed on each research question
and/or hypothesis.
Research Question 1: Are there differences between scholarship student-athletes
and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to academic outcomes in terms of grade
point average (GPA), academic eligibility, retention, graduation rates, as well as NCAA
metrics such as Academic Progress Rate (APR) and Graduation Success Rates (GSR)?
H1O:

There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and

non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to GPA.
H1A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to GPA.
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Two independent-samples t tests were performed with an alpha level of 0.05.
Assumptions that were met to conduct this test are that observations within each sample were
independent, the two populations were normally distributed, and equal variance was tested for
using Levene’s test for wquality (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2011).
H2O: There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to academic eligibility.
H2A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to academic eligibility.
Using information collected from the institution about who was academically eligible at
the end of each semester during the 2013-2014 academic year, an independent-samples t test was
performed using an alpha level of 0.05. As with Hypothesis 1, Levene’s test for equality was
used to test for equal variances (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2011).
H3O: There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to retention.
H3A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to retention.
Using information collected from the institution about who was retained at the end of the
fall semester as well as who returned to the institution at the end of the academic year, an
independent-samples t test was performed using an alpha level of 0.05. As with Hypothesis 1,
Levene’s test for equality was used to test for equal variances (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2011).
H4O: There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to graduation.
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H4A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to graduation.
Graduation rates for the 2008 cohort of student-athletes was collected to determine who
graduated from the institution. An independent-samples t test was performed using an alpha
level of 0.05. As with Hypothesis 1, Levene’s test for equality was be used to test for equal
variances (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2011).
Descriptive Statistics
In addition to the inferential statistics on academic achievement for student-athletes,
descriptive statistics were calculated for APR and GSR for both scholarship- and nonscholarship-receiving student-athletes and a new team calculation was computed to account for
both populations.
Following the regulations set forth by the NCAA with regard to the GSR policy,
graduation rates were computed for each population. The GSR is calculated much like the
federal graduation rates. The federal graduation rate is a percent of students in a cohort who
initially enrolled in the fall of N and who graduated by the fall of N+6 and is computed by the
number of completers divided by the total number of students in the cohort, then multiplied by
100 (LaForge & Hodge, 2011). The GSR goes one step further and removes those studentathletes in good academic standing who have transferred to another institution (LaForge &
Hodge, 2011).
Research Question 2: Is scholarship status related to the perceived academic
experiences of a student-athlete?
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The Mapworks Survey provides holistic, self-reported data on student-athletes’
experiences on campus. The survey asked 200 questions about the college experiences using
Likert scales as well as demographic questions on social emotional, health, academic, and
involvement topics (Mapworks, 2016). Mapworks provides a factor analysis on many of these
questions to “determine statistical groupings of questions” (Mapworks, 2016, p. 10) to allow for
analysis on overarching themes in student development, student involvement, student outcomes,
and student engagement (see Appendix).
Multiple tests have been used to verify validity of the Mapworks survey, including face
validity and factor development and confirmation (Mapworks, 2016). Face validity is a
subjective judgment using “published research and experts in the field to verify that Mapworks is
measuring what are the most important attributes and attitudes and wording questions
appropriately” (Mapworks, 2016, p. 10). Factor development and confirmation is also checked
through statistical tests such as factor analysis, reliability analysis using Cronbach’s alpha
reliability score (see Appendix), and “standard exploratory statistics such as descriptive statistics,
various plots and graphs to check the scales for unusual response patterns” (Mapworks, 2016, p.
10).
Using inferential statistics, the factor results for the survey were analyzed. An
independent-samples t test was performed using an alpha level of 0.05 and Levene’s test for
equality was used to test for equal variances (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2011).

CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
The directors of Student Athlete Support Services and the directors of Athletics from
fifteen institutions were sent multiple emails inviting them to participate in this research study.
Due to pending legal cases in the NCAA, many institutions were reluctant to participate or stated
that they did not have the time to devote to compiling data. One institution declined to participate
citing FERPA. One institution, a mid-major, Division I institution, agreed to participate.
Once the institution agreed to participate, they provided academic information on two
different cohorts of students as well as results from the Mapworks Survey. Cohort one was from
2013-2014 and contained information such as eligibility, retention, and GPA as well as
demographic information including scholarship status for the cohort of student-athletes. This
data was used to analyze APR, GPA, and academic eligibility. Cohort two was from 2008 and
contained data on whether or not the student-athlete graduated in six years, and if they did not,
did they transfer in good academic standing or did they leave to play professional sports. This
data was used to analyze GSR and graduation rates.
The institution also provided raw data results from the 2013 Mapworks Survey.
Participation rates for student-athletes that year was 81.7%. Student-athlete data was provided
and was coded as being a scholarship or a non-scholarship student-athlete. Data was already
grouped into factors by the Mapworks program. Factors that were provided for this study were
commitment to the institution, communication skills, analytical skills, self-discipline, time
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management, basic academic behaviors, advanced academic behaviors, academic self-efficacy,
peer connections, homesickness: separation, homesickness: distressed, academic integration,
social integration, satisfaction with institution, and test anxiety.
Research Question 1: Are there differences between scholarship student-athletes
and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to academic outcomes in terms of grade
point average (GPA), academic eligibility, retention, graduation rates, as well as NCAA
metrics such as Academic Progress Rate (APR) and Graduation Success Rate (GSR)?
H1O:

There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and

non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to GPA.
H1A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to GPA.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare fall-term GPA (see Table 1) in
scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was not a significant
difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M= 3.01, SD= 0.8) and scholarship (M= 3.03, SD=
0.76) student-athletes; t (403)= 0.22, p = 0.83. For further analysis, fall-term GPA was broken
down by individual sport to test for significant differences between scholarship and nonscholarship student-athletes. There was not a significant difference in the scores by individual
sports. These results suggest that there is no difference between scholarship student-athletes and
non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to fall-term GPA.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare spring-term GPA (see Table 2)
in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was not a
significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=3.04, SD=0.81) and scholarship (M=

52
Table 1
Fall 2013 Term GPA
NonScholarship
N Mean
GPA
Baseball
Football
Gymnastics
Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf
Men’s Soccer
Men’s Tennis
Softball

10
27
9
3

Track
Volleyball
Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling
Grand Total

8
3
0

0
6
0
1

2.82
2.78
3.67
2.72

3.33
2.64
3.27
3.66

0

Scholarship

Significance Testing

N

Mean
GPA

Variances
Equal

24
90
14
13

2.87
2.67
3.45
2.52

9
18
9
21

3.05
2.75
3.36
3.35

33
12
15

3.46
3.43
3.13

9

3.66

1

3.87

28

3.51

1

4.00

8

3.67

4
73

1.95
3.01

29
332

2.63
3.03

t-value

p-value

N
Y
Y
Y

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances
0.029
0.251
0.221
0.944

-0.167
0.630
1.136
0.645

0.87
0.53
0.269
0.529

Y

0.465

1.352

0.19

No
Variance
Y
N

No
Variance
No
Variance
N
Y

^
0.341
0.091

-0.952
1.492

0.347
0.162

^
^
0.006
0.960

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

-0.801
0.217

0.479
0.829
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3.01, SD=0.76) student-athletes; t (392)= -0.32, p = 0.75. For further analysis, spring-term GPA
was broken down by individual sport to test for significant differences between scholarship and
non-scholarship student-athletes. There was not a significant difference in the scores for any of
the individual sport teams. These results suggest that there is no difference between scholarship
student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to spring-term GPA.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare spring cumulative GPA (see
Table 3) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was not
a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M= 3.12, SD= 0.58) and scholarship
(M= 3.09, SD=0.55) student-athletes; t (392)= -0.4, p = 0.69. These results suggest that there is
no difference between scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with
regard to spring cumulative GPA.
For further analysis, spring cumulative GPA was broken down by individual sport to test
for significant differences between scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes. There was a
significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=3.49, SD=0.44) and scholarship
(M=2.89, SD=0.64) student-athletes on the men’s soccer team; t (23) = 2.3, p = 0.03. There was
not a significant difference in the scores for other sports. These results suggest that there is a
difference between scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard
to spring cumulative GPA for members of the men’s soccer team.
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Table 2
Spring 2014 Term GPA
NonScholarship
N Mean
GPA
Baseball
Football
Gymnastics
Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf
Men’s Soccer
Men’s Tennis
Softball

10
26
9
3

Track
Volleyball
Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling
Grand Total

8
3
0

0
7
0
1

2.53
2.86
3.54
2.14

3.52
2.83
3.28
3.64

0

Scholarship

Significance Testing

N

Mean
GPA

Variances
Equal

24
86
14
13

3.02
2.82
3.37
1.98

9
18
8
20

2.86
2.77
3.11
3.33

32
12
14

3.23
3.46
2.96

10

3.59

1

3.87

26

3.46

1

3.92

8

3.65

3
72

2.97
3.04

28
322

2.61
3.01

t-value

p-value

N
Y
Y
Y

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances
0.031
0.751
0.490
0.229

-1.306
0.208
0.981
0.305

0.219
0.835
0.338
0.765

Y

0.126

1.898

0.07

No
Variance
Y
Y

No
Variance
No
Variance
Y
Y

^
0.420
0.463

0.165
0.662

0.87
0.519

^
^
0.396
0.839

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

0.975
-0.317

0.337
0.752
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Table 3
Spring 2014 Cumulative GPA
NonScholarship
N
Mean
GPA
Baseball
Football
Gymnastics
Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf
Men’s Soccer
Men’s Tennis
Softball

10
26
9
3

Track
Volleyball
Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling
Grand Total

8
3
0

0
7
0
1

2.89
2.88
3.52
2.69

3.49
2.73
3.29
3.50

0

Scholarship

Significance Testing

N

Mean Variances
GPA
Equal

24
86
14
13

2.92
2.87
3.46
2.59

9
18
8
20

3.05
2.89
3.47
3.32

32
12
14

3.34
3.36
3.17

10

3.55

1

3.88

26

3.46

1

3.92

8

3.63

3
72

3.06
3.12

28
322

2.71
3.09

t-value

p-value

Y
Y
Y
N

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances
0.103
0.476
0.490
0.020

-0.205
0.098
0.981
0.308

0.839
0.922
0.338
0.785

Y

0.362

2.297

0.031*

No
Variance
Y
N

No
Variance
No
Variance
Y
Y

^
0.592
0.024

-0.215
0.920

0.831
0.376

^
^
0.346
0.966

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

1.264
-0.395

0.216
0.693
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H2O: There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to academic eligibility.
H2A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to academic eligibility.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare fall academic eligibility (see
Table 4) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was not
a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.9, SD=0.3) and scholarship
(M=0.95, SD=0.22) student-athletes; t (75.97) = -1.11, p = 0.27. For further analysis, fall
academic eligibility was broken down by individual sport to test for significant differences
between scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes. There was no significant difference in
the scores for individual sports. These results suggest that there is no difference between
scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to fall-term
academic eligibility.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare spring academic eligibility (see
Table 5) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was not
a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.94, SD=0.24) and scholarship
(M=0.98, SD=0.14) student-athletes; t (76.07) = -1.27, p = 0.21. For further analysis, fall
academic eligibility was broken down by individual sport to test for significant differences
between scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes. There was not a significant difference
in the scores for other sports.
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Table 4
Fall 2013 Academically Eligible
Non-Scholarship
N
%
Eligible
90%
91%
100%
67%

Scholarship
Significance Testing
N
%
Variances Levene's
t-value
Eligible
Equal
Test for
Equality of
Variances
24
100%
N
0.001
-1.000
91
97%
N
0.022
-0.885
14
86%
N
0.011
1.472
13
77%
Y
0.554
-0.347

100%

4
18

100%
100%

9

100%

21
33
12

95%
97%
100%

0

15

93%

0

9

100%

Baseball
Football
Gymnastics
Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf
Men’s
Soccer
Men’s
Tennis
Softball
Track
Volleyball

10
22
9
3

Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling
Grand Total

0
5
0
0
6
3

83%
100%

1

100%

28

96%

1

100%

8

100%

3
63

67%
90%

29
328

83%
95%

No
Variance

N
No
Variance

0.343
0.385
0.165
0.733

^

0.010

-0.805

No
Variance
Y
N

p-value

0.455
^

^

0.299
0.009

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

-0.663
-1.106

0.512
0.272
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Table 5
Spring 2014 Academically Eligible
NonScholarship
Scholarship
N
%
N
%
Variances
Eligible
Eligible
Equal
Baseball
Football
Gymnastics
Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf
Men’s Soccer

10
23
9
3
0
5

90%
91%
100%
67%

24
89
14
13

100%
97%
89%
92%

100%

8
18

100%
100%
100%
100%

Men’s Tennis
Softball

1

100%

9
21

Track

8

100%

33

100%

Volleyball

3

100%

12

100%

Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling

0

15

93%

0

9

100%

Grand Total

1

100%

28

100%

1

100%

8

100%

3

100%

29

100%

67

94%

330

98%

N
N
N
Y

Significance Testing
Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances
0.001
0.033
0.011
0.058

t-value

p-value

-1.000
-0.844
1.472
-1.188

0.343
0.406
0.165
0.255

No
Variance

^

No
Variance
No
Variance
No
Variance

^

No
Variance
No
Variance
No
Variance
N

^

^
^

^
^
0.001

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

-1.273

0.207
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H3O: There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to retention.
H3A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to retention.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare retention to the spring semester
(see Table 6) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was
not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.99, SD=0.12) and scholarship
(M=0.97, SD=0.17) student-athletes; t (398) = 0.8, p = 0.43. These results suggest that there is
no difference between scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with
regard to retention to the spring semester.
For further analysis, retention to spring semester was broken down by individual sport to
test for significant differences between scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes. There
was a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=1.0, SD=0.0) and scholarship
(M=0.94, SD=0.23) student-athletes on the football team; t (89) =2.29, p = 0.03. There was not a
significant difference in the scores for other sports. These results suggest that there is a
difference between scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes on the
football team with regard to retention to the spring semester.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare retention to the fall semester
(see Table 7) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was
not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.82, SD=0.39) and scholarship
(M=0.83, SD=0.38) student-athletes; t (369) = -0.19, p = 0.85. These results suggest that there is
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Table 6
Retained for Spring 2014
NonScholarship
N
%
Retained

Scholarship
N

%
Variances
Retained
Equal

Baseball

10

100%

24

100%

Football
Gymnastics

26
9

100%
100%

90
14

94%
100%

Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf
Men’s Soccer
Men’s Tennis
Softball

3

100%

13

100%

0
7
0
1

100%

9
19
8
21

100%
89%
100%
95%

Track
Volleyball

8
3

100%
100%

31
12

97%
100%

Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling
Grand Total

0

16

100%

0

10

100%

100%

Significance Testing

1

100%

26

100%

1

100%

8

100%

4
73

75%
99%

29
327

97%
97%

No
Variance
N
No
Variance
No
Variance
Y
No
Variance
Y
No
Variance

No
Variance
No
Variance
N
Y

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances

t-value

p-value

^
0.010

2.288

0.025*
^
^

0.060

0.872

0.392
^

0.305

0.503

0.618
^

^
^
0.003
0.107

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

-0.854
0.796

0.454
0.426
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no difference between scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with
regard to fall term retention.
For further analysis, retention to spring semester was broken down by individual sport to
test for significant differences between scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes. There
was a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=1.0, SD=0.0) and scholarship
(M=0.81, SD=0.4) student-athletes on the wrestling team; t (26) = 2.43, p = 0.02. There was not
a significant difference in the scores for other sports. These results suggest that there is a
difference between scholarship-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes on the wrestling
team with regard to retention to the fall semester.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare fall academic eligibility (see
Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving male student-athletes. There was
not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.88, SD=0.32) and scholarship
(M=0.94, SD=0.24) student-athletes; t (229) = -1.35, p = 0.18. These results suggest that there is
no difference between male scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes
with regard to fall academic eligibility.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare fall academic eligibility (see
Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving female student-athletes. There
was not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.95, SD=0.22) and
scholarship (M=0.96, SD=0.20) student-athletes; t (158) = -0.15, p = 0.89. These results suggest
that there is no difference between female scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship
student-athletes with regard to fall academic eligibility.
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Table 7
Retained for Fall 2014
NonScholarship
N
%
Retained

Scholarship
N

%
Retained

Variances
Equal
Y
N
No
Variance
Y

Baseball
Football
Gymnastics

9
26
8

89%
65%
100%

20
89
9

95%
79%
100%

Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf
Men’s Soccer
Men’s Tennis
Softball

3

67%

12

83%

9
17
8
17

89%
76%
88%
76%

31
10
13

84%
90%
77%

8

100%

Track
Volleyball
Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling
Grand Total

0
7
0
1
8
3
0

86%
100%
88%
100%

0

Significance Testing

1

100%

22

73%

1

100%

8

100%

4
71

100%
82%

27
300

81%
83%

Y
No
Variance
Y
Y

No
Variance
No
Variance
N
Y

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances
0.256
0.019

t-value

p-value

-0.583
-1.267

0.564
0.213
^

0.321

-0.609

0.553

0.303

0.488

0.63
^

0.612
0.257

0.247
0.531

0.806
0.606

^
^
0.024
0.701

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

2.431
-0.194

0.02*
0.846
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An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare retention to the spring semester
(see Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship receiving male student-athletes. There
was not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M= 0.98, SD= 0.14) and
scholarship (M= 0.96, SD=0.20) student-athletes; t (240) = 0.72, p = 0.47. These results suggest
that there is no difference between male scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship
student-athletes with regard to retention to the spring semester.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare retention to the spring semester
(see Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving female student-athletes.
There was not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M= 1.0, SD= 0.0) and
scholarship (M= 0.99, SD= 0.12) student-athletes; t (156) = 0.58, p = 0.56. These results suggest
that there is no difference between female scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship
student-athletes with regard to retention to the spring semester.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare spring academic eligibility (see
Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship receiving male student-athletes. There was
a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.91, SD=0.29) and scholarship
(M=0.98, SD=0.14) student-athletes; t (232) = -2.31, p = 0.02. These results suggest that there is
a difference between male scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with
regard to academic eligibility in the spring semester.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare spring academic eligibility (see
Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving female student-athletes. There
was not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=1.0, SD=0.00) and
scholarship (M=0.98, SD=0.15) student-athletes; t (161) =0.71, p = 0.48. These results suggest
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that there is not a difference between female scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship
student-athletes with regard to academic eligibility in the spring semester.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare retention to the fall semester
(see Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving male student-athletes.
There was not a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.76, SD=0.43) and
scholarship (M=0.82, SD=0.39) student-athletes; t (229) = -0.1, p = 0.32. These results suggest
that there is not a difference between male scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship
student-athletes with regard to retention to the fall semester.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare retention to the fall semester
(see Table 8) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving female student-athletes.
There was a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.95, SD=0.21) and
scholarship (M=0.84, SD=0.37) student-athletes; t (48.32) =2.04, p =0.047. These results suggest
that there is a difference between female scholarship student-athletes and non-scholarship
student-athletes with regard to retention to the fall semester.
H4O: There is no significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to graduation.
H4A: There is a significant difference between scholarship student-athletes and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to graduation.
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare graduation rates (see Table 9)
in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was not a
significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=0.78, SD=0.42) and scholarship
(M=0.83, SD=0.37) student-athletes; t (243.95) = -1.29, p = 0.2. For further analysis, graduation

65
Table 8
Eligibility and Retention Gender Comparison
NonScholarship
Scholarship
N
%
N
%
Retained
Retained
Fall 2013 Academically Eligible
Men
43
88%
188
Women 20
95%
140
Retained for Spring 2014
Men
50
98%
192
Women 23
100%
135
Spring 2014 Academically Eligible
Men
44
91%
190
Women 23
100%
140
Retained for Fall 2014
Men
49
76%
182
Women 22
95%
118
* = p < 0.05

Significance Testing
Variances
Equal

Levene's
Test for
Equality of
Variances

t-value

p-value

94%
96%

Y
Y

0.100
0.773

-1.345
-0.145

0.180
0.885

96%
99%

Y
Y

0.145
0.237

0.719
0.584

0.473
0.56

98%
98%

Y
Y

0.000
0.151

-2.314
0.705

0.022*
0.482

82%
84%

Y
N

0.062
0.001

-0.995
2.036

0.321
0.047*
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Table 9
Six-Year Graduation Rates
Non-Scholarship
N
Mean
Graduation
Rate

Scholarship
N
Mean
Graduation
Rate

Baseball
Football

6
42

83%
79%

23
83

77%
82%

Gymnastic
s
Men’s
Basketball
Men’s
Golf
Men’s
Soccer
Men’s
Tennis
Softball
Track

10

90%

12

92%

3

67%

14

86%

3

100%

7

71%

16

63%

15

73%

Y

1

0%

5

40%

3
22

100%
73%

15
18

93%
94%

No
Variance
Y
N

Volleyball

5

100%

9

100%

Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling

0

11

82%

4

100%

9

100%

12

83%

13

100%

1

100%

6

100%

7

57%

26

Grand
Total

13
5

78%

26
9

Significance Testing
Variances
Levene's
tEqual
Test for
value
Equality of
Variances
Y
0.480
0.332
Y
0.381
0.447
Y
0.799
0.129
Y
0.231
0.751
N
0.011
1.549
0.223

0.628

pvalue
0.742
0.656
0.899
0.464
0.172
0.535
^

0.361
0.000

0.436
1.940

0.668
0.061

0.001

1.483

0.166

No
Variance
No
Variance
N

69%

No
Variance
Y

0.374

83%

N

0.009

* = p < 0.05
^ = Could not run significance test due to lack of variance. Assumptions not met.

^
0.587
1.291

0.562
0.198
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rates were broken down by individual sport to test for significant differences between
scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes.
There was not a significant difference in the scores for sports. These results suggest that
there is not a difference between scholarship-athletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with
regard to graduation rates.
Descriptive Statistics
To measure the difference in the metrics of APR and GSR, the factors making up those
scales were analyzed with independent-samples t tests (See Tables 1-9). For descriptive purposes
only, APR and GSR were calculated for scholarship-receiving as well as non-scholarshipreceiving student-athletes, and a new team score was also calculated to include all members of
the athletic team (see Tables 10 and 11).
Teams that are not meeting the standard for APR are indicated with an asterisk (see Table
10). This does not necessarily mean that sanctions were handed down by the NCAA, but it is
important to note the differences in the different teams. Overall, non-scholarship student-athletes
are below the 930 mark that the NCAA has set, but scholarship student-athletes are above. With
the two groups combined, the entire Athletic Department still meets NCAA guidelines. In
addition, of the teams that fall below the NCAA standard, three teams have worse APR for nonscholarship student-athletes (Men’s Basketball, Football, and Wrestling) and in three teams nonscholarship athletes helped the overall APR score (Gymnastics, Men’s Soccer, and Softball) with
one team ending up above the 930 mark to bring them above standard (Gymnastics).
In the NCAA, GSR does not have a metric to measure success and place sanctions upon
an institution if it is not being met (NCAA, 2014a). Overall, non-scholarship student-athletes
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Table 10
APR Scores for Scholarship vs. Non-Scholarship
Non-Scholarship
Scholarship
N
Year APR
N
Year APR
Baseball
10
923.08*
24
989.13
Football
27
865.98*
96
916.43*
Gymnastics
9
1000.00
14
921.57*
Men’s
3
750.00*
13
882.35*
Basketball
Men’s Golf
0
10
966.67
Men’s Soccer
7
958.33
19
916.67*
Men’s Tennis
0
9
1000.00
Softball
1
1000.00
21
925.00*
Track
8
933.33
35
945.31
Volleyball
3
1000.00
12
978.26
Women’s
0
15
910.71*
Basketball
Women’s Golf
0
10
1000.00
Women’s Soccer 1
1000.00
28
932.69
Women’s Tennis 1
1000.00
8
1000.00
Wrestling
4
857.14*
29
903.51*
Grand Total
74
912.41*
343
933.80
*Teams that fall below NCAA standards (930 APR)

N
34
123
23
16

Team
Year APR
969.47
905.70*
953.49
857.14*

10
26
9
22
43
15
15

966.67
927.08*
1000.00
927.71*
943.04
982.76
910.71*

10
29
9
33
417

1000.00
935.19
1000.00
898.44*
930.04
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# Graduated

Total Number

GSR

20

5

42

80.49%

68

12

10

100.00%

11

1

1

3

100.00%

12

3

0

3

100.00%

Men’s
Soccer
Men’s
Tennis
Softball

10

3

16

0

1

3

Track
Volleyball

26

95.24%

25

5

32

92.59%

83

95.77%

101

13

125

90.18%

12

100.00%

20

2

22

100.00%

2

14

100.00%

14

3

17

100.00%

5

1

7

83.33%

8

1

10

88.89%

76.92%

11

3

15

91.67%

21

6

31

84.00%

1

100.00%

2

1

5

50.00%

2

2

6

50.00%

0

3

100.00%

14

1

15

100.00%

17

1

18

100.00%

16

3

22

84.21%

17

1

18

100.00%

33

4

40

91.67%

5

0

5

100.00%

9

0

9

100.00%

14

0

14

100.00%

9

2

11

100.00%

9

2

11

100.00%

Baseball

5

0

Football

33

1

Gymnastics

9

1

Men’s
Basketball
Men’s Golf

2

Women’s
Basketball
Women’s
Golf
Women’s
Soccer
Women’s
Tennis
Wrestling
Grand
Total

Transfer Out
Good Standing

GSR

83.33%

Team Numbers

Total Number

# Graduated

6

# Graduated

GSR

Transfer Out
Good Standing

Scholarship

Total Number

Transfer Out
Good Standing

Table 11
GSR Scores for Scholarship vs. Non-Scholarship
Non-Scholarship

4

0

4

100.00%

9

0

9

100.00%

13

0

13

100.00%

10

2

12

100.00%

13

0

13

100.00%

23

2

25

100.00%

1

0

1

100.00%

6

0

6

100.00%

7

0

7

100.00%

4

2

7

80.00%

18

4

26

81.82%

22

6

33

81.48%

105

14

135

86.78%

224

33

269

94.92%

329

47

404

92.16%
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are graduating at lower rates than scholarship-receiving student-athletes (86.78% vs. 94.92%).
This is also considering the fluent transfer in and out metrics that GSR is controlling for. In
addition, five sports have their non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes graduating less than
those who are receiving scholarships (Baseball: 83.33%, 95.24%; Football: 80.49%, 95.77%;
Men’s Soccer: 76.92%, 91.67%, Track: 84.21%, 100%; Wrestling: 80%, 81.82%).
Research Question 2: Is scholarship status related to the perceived academic
experiences of a student-athlete?
An independent-samples t test was conducted to compare Mapworks Survey factors (see
Table 12) in scholarship-receiving and non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes. There was a
significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=6.0, SD=0.78) and scholarship
(M=6.22, SD=0.66) student-athletes with regard to basic academic behaviors; t (120) = 2.0, p =
0.048, and there was a significant difference in the scores for non-scholarship (M=5.51,
SD=0.95) and scholarship (M=5.11, SD=0.98) student-athletes with regard to analytical skills; t
(114) = -2.15, p =0.03. There was not a significant difference in the other factor scores for the
Mapworks Survey. These results suggest that there is a difference between scholarship studentathletes and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to self-reported analytical skills and
basic academic behaviors.

71
Table 12
Survey Factor Analysis

Commitment To
Institution
Communication
Skills
Analytical Skills
Self-Discipline
Time
Management
Basic Academic
Behaviors
Advanced
Academic
Behaviors
Academic SelfEfficacy
Peer
Connections
Homesickness:
Separation
Homesickness:
Distressed
Academic
Integration
Social
Integration
Satisfaction with
Institution
Test Anxiety
* = p < 0.05

NonScholarship
Significance Testing
Scholarship
N Mean N Mean Variances Levene's
t-value
Score
Score
Equal
Test for
Equality of
Variances
45
6.39 80 6.62
N
0.002
1.520

p-value

0.133

41

4.93

75

5.00

Y

0.276

0.319

0.751

41
43
44

5.51
6.14
5.67

75
78
79

5.11
5.97
5.69

Y
Y
Y

0.384
0.347
0.057

-2.146
-1.098
0.092

0.034*
0.274
0.927

44

5.95

789

6.22

Y

0.163

1.997

0.048*

44

5.30

78

5.42

Y

0.555

0.728

0.468

43

5.61

77

5.29

Y

0.950

-1.854

0.066

40

6.06

77

5.91

Y

0.078

-0.633

0.528

37

3.18

72

3.19

Y

0.582

0.023

0.982

38

5.45

72

5.63

Y

0.435

0.639

0.524

37

5.82

77

5.76

Y

0.764

-0.306

0.76

37

5.57

77

5.75

Y

0.224

0.705

0.482

39

5.41

77

5.61

Y

0.450

0.880

0.381

41

4.58

77

4.28

Y

0.811

-1.131

0.26

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION
The purpose of this study was to determine if the NCAA Division I’s academic policies
resulted in different academic outcomes, as well as perceived academic experiences, for
scholarship versus non-scholarship student-athletes. This study revealed that there are no
significant differences between the two populations with regard to academic outcomes measured
by GPA, academic eligibility, retention, or graduation. There was a significant difference
between the two populations with regard to certain measures used to interpret perceived
academic experiences. The measures that showed differences between the two populations were
analytical skills and basic academic behaviors.
In addition, each population was broken down for further analysis to see if there were
differences between academic outcomes, as well as perceived academic experiences, for
scholarship versus non-scholarship student-athletes. After further analysis was completed, some
significant differences were found. There was a significant difference between scholarship versus
non-scholarship student-athletes and cumulative GPA for members of the men’s soccer team.
The study also showed that there was a significant difference between scholarship versus nonscholarship student-athletes and retention from the fall to spring semester for members of the
football team. There was also a significant difference between scholarship versus nonscholarship student-athletes and retention to the next academic year for members of the wrestling
team. Last, there was a significant difference between male scholarship versus non-scholarship
student-athletes and academic eligibility in the spring semester and women scholarship versus
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non-scholarship student-athletes and retention to the next academic year. These results show that
at this one institution, there was not a significant difference between scholarship and nonscholarship student-athletes with regard to academic outcomes, but more research should be
completed in this area. With significant differences being found between different sports and
genders, future researchers should look at a larger sample size that is more reflective of the
national population of student-athletes.
Through this study, it was found that there was a significant difference between
scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to their perceived academic
experience with analytical skills and basic academic behaviors. This is important for
practitioners and researchers because non-scholarship student-athletes might need additional
assistance as they start moving up through their programs and needing to analyze and apply
information to new situations as well as learning how to navigate the university. As practitioners
identify students whom they need to work with, they need to make sure they are addressing the
students who need assistance, not just those who are part of a metric set forth by the NCAA.
This study showed that when calculating the NCAA’s APR and GSR metrics and
accounting for all student-athletes, scholarship and non-scholarship, both metrics are impacted.
In looking at the current APR metric and then including all student-athletes, five teams had
improved scores and five teams had declined scores, one of which then put the team into the
range of possible sanctions, when accounting for both scholarship and non-scholarship studentathletes. When looking at the APR score of all student-athletes, they fall into the range for
possible sanctions from the NCAA. Looking at the NCAA’s GSR metric, this study showed that
GSR improved for two sports and declined for four sports when accounting for both scholarship
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and non-scholarship student-athletes. In addition, the overall GSR score for all student-athletes
was lower. The current GSR data for the NCAA shows an 80% graduation rate, and on average,
the GSR tends to be 15-20% higher than the FSR, which is currently around 60% (Petr &
McArdle, 2012). This study showed that non-scholarship student-athletes GSR was 86.78%,
above the national average, and scholarship student-athletes’ GSR was 94.92%, well above the
national average. The FSR for non-scholarship-athletes’ was 78% and scholarship studentathletes was 83%, both still well above the national average of 60%.
Research has found that teams with the lowest APRs tend to have the lowest GSRs
(Paskus, 2012) and that is somewhat consistent with the results of this study. When looking at
both scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes with regard to GSR and APR, the five
lowest teams for APR are men’s basketball, wrestling, football, women’s basketball, and men’s
soccer; five lowest teams for GSR are men’s tennis, wrestling, men’s soccer, men’s golf and
football. Men’s basketball and women’s basketball were at risk for APR but were not reflected in
the GSR, having graduated 100% of their players. Men’s golf and tennis were one of the lowest
teams for GSR but were not reflected as being at risk in APR. Looking at these results, it is
important to note that these are different cohorts of students, but overall, the trends of APR and
GSR tend to follow the research.
Prior to APR and GSR being implemented by the NCAA, research showed that
“scholarship athletes fared worse than non-scholarship or partial-scholarship athletes in academic
achievement” (Purdy et al., 1982, p. 445). This study found that there was no difference between
scholarship and non-scholarship student-athletes in academic achievement, but when broken
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down by gender, there was a difference between men for spring academic eligibility, and when
looking at differences between sports, there was a difference for the men’s golf team.
The NCAA’s academic standards are heavily data driven, and current metrics like the
APR and GSR, in addition to increasing student success, allow them to conduct assessment of
their policies and to implement policy change to increase academic success (Paskus, 2012). Even
though the findings of this study showed that there was no statistical difference between
academic outcomes like GPA, eligibility, and retention, there were differences at the team and
gender levels in students’ perceived academic experiences. In addition, by the NCAA’s own
metrics, these findings show that the current APR and GSR formulas are not reflective of the
entire culture of an athletic department’s academics. When APR was created, the goal was to
hold institutions responsible for student-athletes’ academics and “to track the academic
achievement of teams each academic term” (NCAA, 2010a, p.1). To look at a team is to look at
all members, not just those on scholarship. When the metrics are changed in the majority of the
sports as well as the overall department when accounting for the entire population, the NCAA
should consider including all student-athletes to get a true measure of the culture of the
academics of all student-athletes.
When looking at retention to the next semester or next academic year, it is important to
look further at why those student-athletes who were not on scholarship choose to leave. Many
times, non-scholarship athletes might not be receiving playing time and choose to leave the
institution. This is why looking at GSR is important when evaluating graduation rates as opposed
to the federal rate. The NCAA should include all student-athletes, not just those on scholarship,
into the GSR metric because it is already designed to take into consideration the unique culture
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of athletics and students who transfer due to playing time, coaching changes, or other athletic
situations.
In addition to including all student-athletes in the GSR metric, the NCAA should
consider adding non-scholarship student-athletes to the APR metric. This metric could be
modified to give one point for being academically eligible and one point for being retained, and
if the student was not retained due to transferring to another institution, while in good academic
standing or the student left to play professionally, the student would still be given that retention
point. This would allow for the academic culture of the team to truly be evaluated while also
accounting for student-athletes who leave for athletic purposes. In addition, adding nonscholarship student-athletes to graduation and academic progress metrics would then make all
academic policies in the NCAA, including Division II and Division III, include all studentathletes. As it is today, the current policies for both Division II and Division III’s academic
policies are inclusive of all student-athletes, regardless of scholarship status, unlike Division I.
Division I non-scholarship student-athletes are the only student-athletes who are not included in
academic policies in the NCAA.
Limitations of Study
Since the NCAA does not collect data on non-scholarship-receiving student-athletes with
regard to academics, there were some limitations to the research design of this study. Individual
institutions needed to provide data on the entire population of their student-athletes. Some
institutions did not have archived records of non-scholarships student-athletes readily available
and were not able to pull these reports in a timely manner. This then prevented a handful of
institutions from participating in the study. In addition, student-athletes are a protected
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population with regard to research (Petr & Paskus, 2009b) and are very hard to access. These
limitations caused a smaller sample size. This, in turn, made results reflect an institutional level
as opposed to a conference or national perspective.
Originally, the researcher wanted to obtain data from the 2010 Growth, Opportunities,
Aspirations, and Learning of Students in College (GOALS) Survey conducted by the NCAA.
The GOALS Survey evaluated the experiences and well-being of student-athletes including their
academic experience. The NCAA surveyed over 20,000 student-athletes in all three divisions and
627 institutions for the original study which was conducted during the 2005-2006 academic year
(NCAA, 2010b). The study was repeated during the 2009-2010 academic year, and the results
from the most recent survey, as well as only those results from Division I student-athletes, would
have been used. The GOALS Survey asked student-athletes questions on the following topics:
academic engagement and success, athletic experiences, social experiences and integration,
career aspirations, physical and mental health and well-being, campus and team climate, and
time commitment (NCAA, 2010b).
Although one of the goals of the NCAA is to increase data available to the researchers of
intercollegiate athletics (Petr & Paskus, 2009b), the researcher was not able to obtain any data to
complete this study. Many researchers have found it difficult to gain access to this population,
and the NCAA had stated that they want to ensure the protection of the research participants
(Petr & Paskus, 2009b). Publication of data collections such as the GOALS Survey by the
NCAA is mutually beneficial to all interested parties. Raw data from the GOALS Survey is one
of many data collections that the NCAA had promised to make available to researchers starting
in the 2010-2011 academic year (Petr & Paskus, 2009b), but requests for information of this data

78
were ignored. Because of this, the researcher obtained information from the Mapworks Survey,
which is similar to the GOALS Survey but is not as comprehensible with regard to academic
support experiences.
Last, due to time constraints, this study could not be a six-year longitudinal study that
follows the same cohort through APR and GSR cycles. Because of this, two separate cohorts
were used to analyze academic success of scholarship and non-scholarship athletes. The APR
cohort was able to be the same cohort for the Mapworks Survey, adding some level of
consistency in the study.
Future researchers should look at completing a longitudinal study of all of the metrics,
including the GOALS Survey, to fully analyze the NCAA’s academic culture. Second, a more
comprehensive study, looking at a larger population, would be important to be able to apply
overall themes found with regard to student-athletes and scholarship status. Being able to
evaluate smaller schools, mid-major schools, as well as the big conferences would be important
to be able to see differences and similarities between the groups. With discussions for the
reorganization of college athletics, now is the time for a critical examination of academic
policies and procedures to make sure that the most effective policies are put into place that are
holistic and not excluding individuals causing roadblocks for their success.
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Mapworks Factor and Questions
Factor 1. Commitment to the Institution

Reliability
(α)
.799

To what degree are you committed to completing a: Degree/certificate/licensure at
this institution
To what degree do you intend to come back to this institution for the: Spring term
To what degree do you intend to come back to this institution for the: Next
academic year

Factor 2. Self‐Assessment: Communication Skills

.742

How would you rate yourself on the following skills: Writing composition
How would you rate yourself on the following skills: Reading comprehension

Factor 3. Self‐Assessment: Analytical Skills

.690

How would you rate yourself on the following skills: Math ability
How would you rate yourself on the following skills: Problem‐solving skills

Factor 4. Self‐Assessment: Self‐Discipline

.788

To what degree are you the kind of person who: Is self‐disciplined
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Follows through with what you
say you're going to do
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Is dependable

Factor 5. Self‐Assessment: Time Management

.775

To what degree are you the kind of person who: Shows up on time
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Plans out your time
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Makes "to‐do lists"
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Balances time between classes and
other activities ﴾work, student activities, etc.﴿

Factor 6. Basic Academic Behaviors

.721

To what degree are you the kind of person who: Attends class
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Takes good notes in class
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Turns in required homework
assignments
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Spends sufficient study time to
earn good grades
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Records your assignments and
tests in a calendar

Factor 7. Advanced Academic Behaviors
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Participates in class
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Communicates with instructors
outside of class
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Works on large projects well in
advance of the due date
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Studies in a place where you can
avoid distractions
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Studies on a regular schedule
To what degree are you the kind of person who: Reads the assigned readings
within a day before class

.782
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Factor 8. Academic Self‐Efficacy

.856

To what degree are you certain that you can: Do well on all problems and tasks
assigned in your courses
To what degree are you certain that you can: Do well in your hardest course
To what degree are you certain that you can: Persevere on class projects even when
there are challenges

Factor 9. Peer Connections

.972

On this campus, to what degree are you connecting with people: Who share
common interests with you
On this campus, to what degree are you connecting with people: Who include you
in their activities
On this campus, to what degree are you connecting with people: You like

Factor 10. Homesickness: Separation

.628

To what degree do you: Miss your family back home
To what degree do you: Miss your old friends who are not at this school
To what degree do you: Miss your boyfriend/girlfriend who is not at this school

Factor 11. Homesickness: Distressed

.860

To what degree do you: Regret leaving home to go to school
To what degree do you: Think about going home all the time
To what degree do you: Feel an obligation to be at home
To what degree do you: Feel that attending college is pulling you away from your
community at home

Factor 12. Academic Integration

.867

Overall, to what degree are you: Keeping current with your academic work
Overall, to what degree are you: Motivated to complete your academic work
Overall, to what degree are you: Learning
Overall, to what degree are you: Satisfied with your academic life on campus

Factor 13. Social Integration

.901

Overall, to what degree: Do you belong here
Overall, to what degree: Are you fitting in
Overall, to what degree: Are you satisfied with your social life on campus

Factor 14. Satisfaction with Institution

.891

Overall, to what degree: Would you choose this institution again if you had it to do
over
Overall, to what degree: Would you recommend this institution to someone who
wants to attend college
Overall, please rate your experience at this institution

Factor 15. Test Anxiety ﴾Module﴿
When you have a test, to what degree do you: Have an uneasy, upset feeling before
taking an examination
When you have a test, to what degree do you: Feel anxious about an exam even
when you're well prepared
When you have a test, to what degree do you: Perform worse on exams because
you're worrying that you'll do badly

.878

